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PREFACE

How to Use this Volume

This volume contains reports on four of eight case studies being conducted by the
Rockefeller Institute of Government on the implementation of the 1998 Workforce
Investment Act (WIA). The research is being conducted under a grant from the U.S.
Department of Labor.

Chapter 1, Methodology and Case Study Summaries, by project director Patricia
Billen, describes the overall project. There follows four case studies on Florida, Indiana,
Texas, and Utah. The Appendix is the previously published interim report on this
research by Burt Barnow of the Institute of Policy Studies, Johns Hopkins University,
and Christopher King of the Ray Marshall Center, the University of Texas at Austin. A
second volume of case studies on Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, and Oregon is
available. Barnow and King are currently working on the final report on this study.

In the interim report, I commented that the federalism bargain for a large
intergovernmental subvention like the Workforce Investment Act is worked out
horizontally in Washington where a program’s goals are agreed upon, and vertically by
states, localities, and other organizations in the execution of federal policies.

Indeed, the same metaphor can apply for users of this volume. You can bring a
horizontal perspective to bear about policy goals or a vertical perspective about policy
implementation. Major questions for the purposes of reading these case studies across
the major goals of WIA are:

1. How strong is the state role?

2. How engaged are employers?

3. What is the TANF role in the One-Stop Career
Centers?

4. How have federal performance measures affected

program management and service delivery?

5. Are there state mandated performance measures?

6. How have the requirements for the “Eligible Training
Provider List” affected community college
involvement?

7. Who delivers core services?

8. Which programs are hardest to integrate into the One-
Stop Career Centers?

0. How is the state using information technology to

provide services and track clients?



For readers who want to read the case-study reports across the study states, we have
organized the chapters in this volume to make it easier for you to do so. Section headings
are consistent throughout the case study reports. Major Roman-numeral sections are:

I.

I1.
I11.
IVv.
V.
VI
VII.
VIII.

IX.

Background Information and Issues

Leadership and Governance

Workforce System Planning

System Administration: Structure and Funding
One-Stop Career Center Organization and Operations
Services and Participation

Market Mechanisms: Their Use and Effects
Information Technologies in the One-Stop Career
Centers

Summary Observations and Reauthorization Issues of
Special Concern

Readers can also read the cases from top to bottom — that is, vertically. This is
likely to be particularly useful to readers who have an in-depth interest in a particular
state or in particular approaches to the new law.

I wish to express my appreciation for the important contributions to this project to
project director Patricia Billen, Neil Bania, Burt Barnow, Amy MacDonald Buck,
Christopher King, Laura Leete, Peter Mueser, Dan O’Shea, and Deanna Sharpe.

Richard P. Nathan
Principal Investigator

VI



Chapter One
METHODOLOGY AND CASE STUDY SUMMARIES

Patricia Billen, Rockefeller Institute of Government

The Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute of Government, the public policy research
arm of the State University of New York, was awarded a contract in 2002 by the U.S.
Department of Labor to conduct a study of service delivery under the Workforce
Investment Act (WIA) of 1998. This two-volume set of state case studies is the result of
eighteen months of work by the project’s researchers to understand how states and
localities interpreted and operationalized the provisions of the act. The project took a
close look at the orientation, governance, structure, and services of the workforce
investment systems in eight states, and two local areas in each state, to provide
information for the reauthorization of WIA. Federal legislation reauthorizing the 1998
act was not yet enacted when this volume was finalized for publication.

The Workforce Investment Act of 1998 replaced the Job Training and Partnership
Act (JTPA) to provide employment and training services to the unemployed,
underemployed, and to employers seeking workers. WIA made significant changes to the
nation’s workforce development system through a series of principles and parameters set
forth in legislation, while leaving the details of program administration and service
delivery to states and localities. Research to date indicates that states and local areas are
using the flexibility provided by WIA to design and implement new processes and
packages of services, resulting in workforce development systems that vary across states
and local areas.

Major changes made by WIA include:

e Increasing the role of employers in the workforce development system by
requiring business to constitute the majority of members on state and local
Workforce Investment Boards.

e Institutionalizing the concept of the One-Stop Career Center by requiring local
boards to establish at least one full-service center in each service delivery area.
The act designates as mandatory partners for One-Stop delivery systems
seventeen programs administered by four different federal agencies — the
Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and Housing and
Urban Development.'

e Sequencing services to customers and documenting their movement through three
tiers of services. The three tiers are core services, intensive services, and training,



which are defined in WIA legislation.”> Many state and local officials initially
interpreted the sequencing of services to be a “work first” requirement similar to
that of the federal Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program.

Providing universal access to core services. This is a departure from the JTPA
program’s income eligibility standards for adult and youth services.

Increasing reliance on market mechanisms by delivering training services using
Individual Training Accounts (ITAs) that allow the customer to select training
from an eligible provider list that includes information on the performance of
providers.

Linking performance incentives to achieving placement, retention, earnings, and
skill attainment rates for WIA-funded programs and meeting performance

requirements in adult education and literacy, and vocational education programs.

Given the changes that the Workforce Investment Act made to the nation’s

workforce development system, it is important for federal officials, and other
stakeholders in the system, to be informed on how states and localities interpreted and
operationalized the requirements of the 1998 act as reauthorization proposals are
considered.

Methodology and Products

This study was conducted using the field network methodology that involves:

Reliance on a network of knowledgeable field researchers who are experts in the
policy area being studied;

Use of structured field reporting guides;
Preparation of state-level reports by field researchers; and

Production of synthesis reports by central project staff in collaboration with field
researchers.’

Beginning in the summer of 2002, project staff completed field research in the

eight states and 16 local areas included in this study (see the box below for researchers,
states, and local areas). The sample was selected purposefully, and in consultation with
the U.S. Department of Labor, staff of the National Governors Association, and state
officials, to include states and local areas that were beyond early implementation of the
Workforce Investment Act.

Field researchers for each state conducted a series of interviews with members of

state and local boards and their staff, state and local elected officials and their staff, state
agency officials responsible for workforce development and welfare programs, service



providers, advocates, and other interested parties. Researchers also studied sample One-
Stop Career Centers in each state.

Rockefeller Institute Field Researchers and States and Local Areas Studied

Florida First Coast (Region 8), Chris, Levy, and Marion Counties (Region 10)
Burt Barnow, Amy MacDonald Buck

Indiana Fort Wayne (Northeast), Indianapolis/Marion County
Patricia Billen, Richard Nathan

Maryland Baltimore City, Frederick County
Burt Barnow, Amy MacDonald Buck

Michigan Lansing (Capital Area), Traverse City (Northwest)
Dan O’Shea, Christopher King

Missouri Kansas City and Vicinity, Central Region
Peter Mueser, Deanna Sharpe

Oregon Salem, The Oregon Consortium
Laura Leete, Neil Bania

Texas Austin (Capital Area), Houston (Gulf Coast)
Dan O’Shea, Christopher King

Utah Salt Lake City, Moab
Christopher King, Dan O’Shea

Field research was conducted in accordance with a guide developed by central
project staff. The guide contained sample interview questions to elicit information on the
system’s leadership and governance, system planning, system administration including
structure and funding, One-Stop Career Center organization and operations, services and
participants, market mechanisms, information technologies, and reauthorization issues.

Researchers analyzed information from their interviews as well as public
documents and reports. The case studies for four states — Florida, Indiana, Texas, and
Utah — are included in this volume. The case studies for the four remaining states —
Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, and Oregon — are in volume one.

The case studies provide information on the governance, structure, administrative
processes, and services of the workforce development systems in each study state and for
the local areas visited. Readers will notice some variation in the information presented,
as authors were asked to focus on the special characteristics of the state and local
systems. These materials were prepared to be used by members of central project staff to



write the study’s reports, and for use by the Labor Department. We are grateful to the
Labor Department for making these documents available for public use.

Presented below are the summaries by the case study authors for the four states
included in this volume. The summaries and the case studies that follow, depict state and
local systems in place at the time research was completed in 2002. Two of the study
states in this volume — Indiana and Utah — have new governors. Where possible, the
case studies have been updated to reflect the new administration’s early plans for
workforce development.

FLORIDA

Burt Barnow, Johns Hopkins University
Amy MacDonald Buck, Johns Hopkins University

Florida has long been a highly innovative state in developing and implementing
workforce development policy. The state has 24 workforce investment areas overseen by
regional workforce boards, Florida’s equivalent to local Workforce Investment Boards.

The legislature has played a major leadership role in Florida. In 2000, the Florida
legislature consolidated the funding streams of TANF, WIA, Wagner-Peyser Act, Food
Stamp Employment and Training, Welfare-to-Work, veterans’ employment and training
services, and Job Corps outreach. In the same year the state placed all employment
service employees under the local boards’ control. The state legislature has also provided
strong leadership in: 1) establishing many performance standards beyond those required
by the federal government for workforce development programs; 2) dedicating $2 million
in WIA funds for an incumbent worker program; and 3) requiring additional members for
state and local boards.

The chief policy organization for workforce development in Florida is Workforce
Florida, Inc., a quasi-public nonprofit organization that serves as the state Workforce
Investment Board. The Agency for Workforce Innovation is the state agency that
administers the WIA program in Florida. The agency was created in 2000 by the
legislature to consolidate administration of workforce programs and operates under a
performance contract with Workforce Florida, Inc.

Major contributors to the state five-year strategic plan included the WIA design
committee of Workforce Florida, Inc., the 24 regional workforce development boards,
other state agencies, and legislative staff. The state has submitted a unified plan that
covers all WIA Title I and related programs.

Local boards have administrative authority over the Workforce Investment Act
Title I programs, Welfare-to-Work formula funds, welfare transition programs (TANF
workforce development funds), Food Stamp Employment and Training, Job Corps



recruitment, and Wagner-Peyser Act funded activities. These services are provided
through the One-Stop delivery system. The Agency for Workforce Innovation
administers each of these programs. The state does not require additional One-Stop
Career Center partners beyond those laid out in WIA, but the Workforce Florida Act of
1996 strongly encourages co-location. Each local board develops its own memoranda of
understanding (MOUs) with local partners. Local boards have found achieving One-Stop
Career Center collaboration with certain partners particularly challenging, including
veterans’ employment and training programs and vocational rehabilitation.

Regional workforce investment boards designate the operators of local One-Stop
Career Centers. The Workforce Innovation Act of 2000 requires the state board to
incorporate a workforce marketing plan into its strategic plan. In Florida there are a
range of designations for One-Stop Career Centers, including full-service centers,
business services centers, more professionally tailored partial-service One-Stop Career
Centers in retail districts, and kiosks in malls, public housing complexes, and community
colleges. The state board does not generally approve local boards to directly provide
services. Wagner-Peyser Act funded staff is located in the One-Stop Career Centers and
provide staff-assisted job referrals and other core services. Labor exchange activities are
completely integrated in the One-Stop Career Centers. Local boards sometimes
supplement the Agency for Workforce Innovation staff with staff of a private contractor.
Unemployment Insurance (UI) staff is not present at the One-Stop Career Centers.

The most common services participants request are labor exchange services and
training. The majority of participants served are from low-income families with children
and other low-wage groups. In addition, some WIA services are available for
professional/managerial employees, though this varies by region. Some local boards have
concentrated their efforts on higher level skills development and education. Many One-
Stop Career Centers provide services to employed workers to support job retention and
advancement. All local boards provide supportive services, such as transportation.

ITAs are required to be used for most training. Local boards have the option of
setting dollar limits on the amounts of ITAs. Local boards are required to train for high-
wages/high-demand positions. In Florida, selection of a training provider is almost
always a guided choice rather than a pure voucher. ITAs have been used extensively in
Florida. Customized training and on-the-job training have also been frequently
employed.

Because community and technical colleges were already reporting relevant data,
the new WIA reporting standards have not proved additionally burdensome or acted as a
disincentive. Florida has developed its own measures. Legislation enacted in 1996
required the state to develop a three-tier performance management system to cover all job
training, placement, career education, and other workforce programs. These measures,
particularly the “Red and Green Indicator Matrix,” are used extensively by state and local
boards in an attempt to gauge system performance.



Florida is currently developing a web-based One-Stop Management Information
System that will integrate all workforce programs, as well as both financial and program
data, including employer services, under one application. The degree to which One-Stop
Career Centers capture and track information for persons using self-directed services
varies by local area.

Workforce Florida, Inc. members believe that WIA has definitely influenced
states/localities to become more systemic and “big picture” oriented in their thinking
about workforce development. Under WIA, anything that helps people get to work, stay
at work, and succeed at work is part of “workforce.” WIA has also helped strengthen
economic development linkages.

State board members interviewed believe that Florida has had tremendous success
in empowering the state and local boards in prioritizing services and funding. Agency for
Workforce Innovation staff indicated that the full integration of welfare/workforce
development under one agency has helped to provide seamless service.

INDIANA

Patricia Billen, Rockefeller Institute of Government
Richard Nathan, Rockefeller Institute of Government

Indiana began laying the foundation for its One-Stop delivery system well before
enactment of the Workforce Investment Act. The functional realignment of the state-level
system to include Wagner-Peyser Act, UI, and JTPA programs in the same agency was
complete in advance of the 1998 act. At the local level, the state piloted co-locating
Wagner-Peyser Act and JTPA services in six Workforce Indiana Centers in 1990. By the
time the state received a national One-Stop planning grant in 1995, 16 One-Stop Career
Centers with Information Resource Areas were operating. Indiana’s current One-Stop
delivery system includes 16 service delivery areas and 12 planning regions, and
approximately 27 full-service One-Stop Career Centers and 72 Express Centers.

Governor Frank O’Bannon (1997-2003) is often cited as the driving force behind
Indiana’s implementation of WIA. O’Bannon’s vision to treat workforce development as
an economic development tool is evident in the state’s use of regions closely aligned with
economic realities instead of service delivery areas for system planning and performance
measurement, and the required establishment of local Incumbent Worker Councils to
increase the skill level of the incumbent workforce.

The state’s unified plan spans two state agencies, Department of Workforce
Development and Family Social Services Administration, to include the WIA, Wagner-
Peyser Act, Carl Perkins, Vocational Rehabilitation, and Welfare-to-Work programs.



These programs are not fully integrated throughout the unified plan. Large program-
specific plans are attached as appendices to the document.

The Department of Workforce Development administers WIA at the state level.
Additional workforce programs administered by the department include Wagner-Peyser
Act, Ul, veterans’ programs, school-to-work, Welfare-to-Work, Trade Adjustment
Assistance (TAA), North American Free Trade Agreement Transitional Adjustment
Assistance (NAFTA-TAA), labor market information, and state-funded employment and
training programs. Department employees provide Wagner-Peyser Act, Ul and veterans’
services statewide. The Department of Workforce Development also provides staff
support for the Commission on Vocational Education, the governing body for Indiana’s
vocational education programs. The department is a member of each local board and
typically a member of the local consortium of providers operating the One-Stop Career
Centers. The Human Resource Investment Council, Indiana’s state board, is responsible
for strategic oversight of the system. The council advises the governor and the
Department of Workforce Development on WIA policy.

Adult Basic Education and Vocational Rehabilitation are required programs in the
WIA system that the Department of Workforce Development does not administer. The
Department of Education oversees Indiana’s Adult Basic Education program. The
Family Social Services Administration administers the Vocational Rehabilitation
program. The Family Social Services Administration also administers the state’s TANF
program, Food Stamp programs, and medical programs for the poor. TANF is not a
state-mandated partner in Indiana’s workforce development system and its presence on
the local boards and in the One-Stop Career Centers varies across the state.

State officials characterized the orientation of their workforce development
system as “enhanced work first.” State policy encourages immediate labor force
attachment and continued service to help the customer obtain a better job. Officials
indicated that progression through WIA’s core and intensive services is a condition of
eligibility for training to ensure that training is appropriate. There was indication at the
local level that immediate labor force attachment is emphasized to the detriment of
human capital investment and that the current system discourages training.

State officials characterized Indiana as a “home rule” state where decision making
is vested in local boards whenever possible. Although there is a professed deference to
local authority, state officials have used enabling legislation and Department of
Workforce Development policies to influence the direction of local systems. The
governor’s policy to focus the system on the needs of the incumbent workforce is
reinforced by the statutory requirement that local boards establish Incumbent Worker
Councils that recommend training strategies and programs for the incumbent workforce
to develop skills that are in demand by existing and prospective employers. Additionally,
the administration’s stated policy of developing strong regional economies is furthered by
requiring local boards to plan for workforce development services using workforce
planning regions reflective of economic realities.



Indiana set minimum requirements for full One-Stop Career Centers, called
WorkOne Centers, to include federal criteria and the state mandated Information
Resource Area, an open access area with information on job openings, careers,
community resources, education and training programs, and labor markets. Centers
offering fewer services are established as WorkOne Express Centers. At a minimum,
Express Centers must offer Internet access to core services and have staff on-site to assist
with navigating these services.

The level of engagement of the One-Stop Career Center partners varies across the
state depending on local policies, resources, and pre-WIA arrangements. U.S.
Department of Labor programs including WIA Title I, UL, Wagner-Peyser Act
employment services, Veterans’ Employment and Training, and TAA/NAFTA-TAA are
typically co-located in the One-Stop Career Centers. Other WIA-related programs
including Adult Education, Vocational Education, Vocational Rehabilitation, and Older
Americans Title V usually have a presence in the One-Stop Career Centers but have their
main base of operations elsewhere.

The presence in the One-Stop Career Centers of the Indiana Manpower and
Comprehensive Training (IMPACT) program, the state’s TANF and Food Stamp
employment program, varies across the state. The Family Social Services
Administration’s Office of Family and Children contracts with service providers in each
of the state’s 92 counties for IMPACT services, including job search, development,
placement, and retention services. The local Office of Family and Children determines
eligibility for IMPACT services and refers clients to service providers. The IMPACT
service provider is typically co-located in the One-Stop Career Center when the center’s
WIA Title I provider is also an IMPACT provider.

Indiana does not have a call-in center for Ul claims. The state uses the Computer
Self-Service System (CS3), a web-based system for UI and labor exchange services, to
file and track Ul claims. Claimants must file the initial application for benefits at a
WorkOne Center. Consequently, in Indiana’s WorkOne system, UI and employment
services are not disconnected as in states where UI claims are filed by phone. On-site
staff provide assistance with filing UI claims on CS3.

Indiana’s experience with implementing WIA has shed light on the following
issues of special concern as the federal government considers reauthorization of the act:

e Local boards are restrained by WIA membership requirements and the lack of
funding for member training;

e Federal performance measures have limited access to the system to certain
populations and are difficult to use for program management;

e Provider performance requirements for the Eligible Training Provider List may limit
customer choice rather than increase it as intended if performance tracking
requirements continue to be burdensome; and



e Vocational rehabilitation and veterans’ programs are difficult to integrate into the
One-Stop delivery system due to unique program requirements.

TEXAS

Dan O’Shea, University of Texas at Austin
Christopher King, University of Texas at Austin

When Texas became an early implementer of the Workforce Investment Act the
state already had in place many of the new governance structures and service delivery
mechanisms required by WIA as a result of state workforce reform legislation in 1993
(SB 642) and 1995 (HB 1863). Texas had consolidated most workforce programs in a
single state agency, the Texas Workforce Commission (TWC), established an extensive
One-Stop network and based service delivery around it, created inclusive governance
structures at the state and local level, and designated 28 workforce investment areas that
conformed to the federal legislation. Texas had also proscribed standing sub-contracts
for service delivery and direct service provision by workforce boards, adopted a strong
customer orientation, and begun experimenting with systemic, wage-record based
outcomes rather than program-specific performance measures. Other features of the
Texas Workforce Network include:

¢ A longstanding, if at times uneven, tradition of state and local collaboration.

e Reliance on a wide array of One-Stop contracting entities: nonprofits, for-profits
(including professional employer organizations and management contractors),
government agencies, labor, and community-based organizations.

e Increasing emphasis at the state and local level on improving business services
with a strong emphasis on sectoral workforce development approaches through
intermediary organizations often affiliated with local chambers of commerce.

e Continuing focus on system capacity building through state strategic planning and
comprehensive workforce system measures.

e State and local policy that is evolving from a “work first” orientation to a more
balanced labor force attachment/human capital approach.

State legislators, agency administrators, the governor’s office, researchers, and
local practitioners all provided leadership for the development and implementation of the
Texas workforce system that emerged during the 1990s. The governor’s office strongly
supported and led the state’s early implementation of WIA. More recently,
administration and policy direction has been largely delegated to the three TWC
commissioners; TWC; the Texas Workforce Investment Council (TWIC - formerly the
Texas Council on Workforce and Economic Competitiveness), the state workforce board;



the Workforce Leadership of Texas (WLT), now known as the Texas Association of
Workforce Boards (TAWB), a membership group comprised of board chairs and
executive directors; and the local boards themselves. The state and local boards are
“grandfathered” under WIA; the size of the latter is a local decision and varies
significantly. The boards may also serve as youth councils under WIA. There is no
separate state youth council.

Texas conducts a separate state strategic planning process for workforce
development that is far more comprehensive than the joint plan submitted for WIA
purposes. Texas had also initiated integrated workforce planning as required by state law
at the local level, prior to WIA, which contained strategic and operational components;
these plans parallel the unified plans envisioned in WIA.

Most major workforce programs have devolved to the boards, who receive block
grants to procure services with One-Stop Career Center contractors. These programs
include WIA, TANF “Choices,” Food Stamp Employment and Training, Welfare-to-
Work, child care, and related special initiatives. Additionally, through most of FY 2003,
local TWC program staff delivered Wagner-Peyser Act employment services, veterans’
services, TAA, and Re-Integration of Offenders (RIO) services alongside contractor
staff.* One-Stop Career Centers also provide information for UI claims, but applications
are taken either through regional call centers or online. Boards also procure services for
WIA youth and other client needs that are typically delivered at locations in the
community other than the One-Stop Career Centers. Statewide, some 270 local One-Stop
Career Centers perform direct service delivery functions.

TWC prepared both a template or “umbrella” MOU for interagency cooperation
at the state and local level, as well as an MOU checklist for board use with required and
optional partners. Many individuals at the state and local level view the preparation of
MOUs as compliance exercises that at times can be a useful starting place for mutually
beneficial exchanges between agencies and programs. Programs operated by the Texas
Rehabilitation Commission and the Texas Commission for the Blind are reportedly the
most difficult to coordinate with One-Stop Career Center services.

Community colleges have long been the major provider of education and skills
training for the Texas workforce system. Although relationships between workforce
development programs and community colleges actually vary significantly across and
within workforce areas, they were generally impaired during the early implementation of
WIA by national and state policies that de-emphasized referrals to training and by WIA
eligible training provider certification procedures. The use of ITAs was sluggish early in
Texas” WIA implementation in large part because of WIA service-sequencing provisions
and a perceived “work first” orientation at the federal level, as well as an overheated
labor market.

In 2000-01, Texas spent nearly $860 million for the administration and delivery

of employment and training services funded by programs in the Texas Workforce
Network. Child care accounted for approximately $412 million of these expenditures.
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Total WIA Title I expenditures for Texas were around $212 million. WIA registers only
a small share of all individuals who participate in One-Stop Career Center services, but
undoubtedly “touches” thousands more who never proceed beyond self-assisted core
services. Texas served nearly 77,000 individuals in WIA Title I programs in 2000-01,
over 1,500,000 individuals with Wagner-Peyser Act employment service funds, albeit
much less intensively, and nearly 130,000 TANF Choices participants. WIA is
nevertheless the major training program, and its provisions shape many of the practices of
the Texas workforce system.

Texas is increasing emphasis at the state and local level on improving business
services. Features of renewed business engagement include TWC’s new office of
Employer Initiatives, the state’s efforts to establish system performance measures with a
clear focus on employers, restructuring services at the local level, and support for sectoral
approaches.

The Workforce Integrated System of Texas (TWIST) is the state’s case
management, data collection, and performance reporting system. TWC prepares a
Monthly Performance Report (MPR), based on TWIST, child care, and employment
service data, that informs Workforce Investment Boards and staff of their performance
status on each of 35 measures. The MPR also contains a monthly “scorecard” for WIA
performance. For FY 2002, the TWIC also introduced a “system performance scorecard,”
and is further clarifying its approach by introducing a tiered model for system
performance measurement. Several larger and/or more active Workforce Investment
Boards have also been developing local system measures, including a return-on-
investment measure.

Texas has long been a leader in the provision of high quality labor market
information at both the state and local level. Texas is trying to coordinate labor market
information with other systems, including TWIST, automated labor exchange, the
Eligible Training Provider (ETP) system (AKA., Training Provider Certification system),
and others. Texas is preparing to introduce www.WorkInTexas.com, a web-based system
that will replace the current automated labor exchange system (www.HireTexas.com),
replace the Job Services Matching System used for employment service data
management, and have reciprocal data exchange capacity for employment service and
TWIST data. The web-based version of the ETP system has helped to streamline the
provider certification process.

Texas clearly expects that WIA reauthorization will support continuing
development of the Texas Workforce Network. The state supports provisions that
enhance the employer driven system, allow continuation of the “grandfather” provisions,
and promote further integration of services through the One-Stop delivery system. State
and local flexibility is valued and supported by a series of recently granted waivers under
WIA. Texas also has a strong belief in the need for federal guidelines for data sharing
among education and workforce related programs and agencies.
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Partners in the Texas Workforce Network will continue to explore methods to
balance support for economic growth while helping to meet the needs of disadvantaged
populations; to identify and focus on those interventions with a maximum long-term
impact and at the same time to serve short-term objectives of heterogeneous businesses
and job seekers; to build and reinforce partnerships among business, labor, government,
education, and other workforce interests; and to measure performance in meaningful
ways at the state level, as well as in the communities served by the boards.

UTAH

Christopher King, University of Texas at Austin
Dan O’Shea, University of Texas at Austin

Utah became an early implementing state under WIA in July 1999, after
legislatively revamping its workforce development and welfare programs in 1996. House
Bill 375 created the Utah Department of Workforce Services, consolidating five state
agencies into a new one responsible for employment and training programs, cash
assistance, Food Stamps, child care, and other services. Services are delivered almost
exclusively by state employees in 37 full-service One-Stop Career Centers, referred to as
One-Stop Employment Centers in Utah, in five workforce regions. Utah maintains a
strong employment focus, but access to training is now based on individual assessment
and counseling according to state guidelines.

Utah workforce initiatives have been driven primarily by Governor Mike Leavitt
and Lieutenant Governor Olene Walker. The 1996 report of the Task Force on Workforce
Development and an influential 1992 Legislative Audit Report laid the foundation for the
current system. In 1997, the governor selected a prominent Salt Lake City banker as the
Department of Workforce Services’ first executive director to create and implement the
new business-oriented system and direct its transition to WIA. The state legislature,
education, and organized labor have not played major leadership roles under WIA.

Utah is a single-state workforce investment area with a “grandfathered” State
Council on Workforce Services that is responsible for planning and oversight. Eight
Department of Workforce Services Regional Workforce Councils perform similar
functions, jointly appoint regional directors, and determine the location of area
Employment Centers. Utah established a state Youth Council and eight Regional Youth
Councils. Utah uses a bottom-up/top-down system for decision making and planning,
balancing state and regional power. Local elected officials are much less and the private
sector more involved in workforce governance. Administrative authority is uniform
statewide, with resource allocations determined at the state level.

WIA had little effect on workforce planning in Utah. The Department of

Workforce Services prepared the Strategic Five-Year State Plan internally with minimal
input from its partners and submitted it to the U.S. Department of Labor in July 1999.
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Department of Workforce Services submitted a separate plan for WIA Youth in
September 1999. As a single-state workforce investment area, Utah does no local
planning as such.

Eligibility, employment, and business services functions are staffed by
Department of Workforce Services at full-service Employment Centers. Labor exchange
services for employers and job seekers also are available online at www.jobs.utah.gov.
Although UI claims are handled by the state call center, claimants may still come into
Employment Centers to register for work. Effective in November 2002, they can also
register online. Utah’s highly integrated approach to workforce service delivery allows
flexibility in serving participants with a “portfolio” of funding streams.

Education programs have not had strong connections to Utah’s workforce system.
There are few nonurban community college campuses, and the Utah College of Applied
Technology has not fully developed its network of regional centers.

The Department of Workforce Services prescribes the design and operating
procedures for Employment Centers, including the configuration of its eligibility,
employment counseling, and business services teams. Information, eligibility, core,
intensive, and case management services are provided seamlessly by specialized, generic,
or cross-functional staff teams regardless of funding source, a process that began when
the Department of Workforce Services set Employment Center “franchising” standards.
Business services are mainly housed in Employment Centers as well. Employment
counselors and business services teams perform intermediary roles, but sectoral and
cluster-based strategies do not play a prominent role.

Statewide administration of the Employment Centers limits contracting
opportunities and simplifies cost-sharing. In urban areas, youth services are provided via
contracts or MOUs with Intermediate School Districts and others. Faith-based and
community-based organizations also provide services, but not on a contractual basis.
Utah allocates costs based on Workload Allocation Factors and a Random-Moment Time
Survey. TANF and Wagner-Peyser Act funds cover most core services. TANF is the
preferred funding source due to its size. WIA funds are reserved mainly for training.
Participants in training are automatically counted as core and intensive participants.

Utah serves many low-income families with children, driven largely by TANF
funds. WIA core and intensive services are available on-site for adults and dislocated
workers, while referrals are made for classroom and on-the-job training. WIA youth
opportunities may be available on- or off-site. More than 250,000 Utahns participated in
Wagner-Peyser Act services in PY 2001. Customers using universal services are
encouraged to register for employment services, enabling the Department of Workforce
Services to track services through UWORKS, its automated case management and
reporting system. Counselors generally register WIA adults who are receiving intensive
services and preparing to enter training, although the point of registration varies. WIA
training accounted for about 60 percent of state expenditures for adults and dislocated
workers.
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Utah leads in the dissemination and use of labor market information. ITAs and
provider certification lists have not constrained training enrollments, but resource limits
and community college access have. Utah has followed a guided-choice approach to
ITAs, favoring classroom training over on-the-job training. Department of Workforce
Services established a $5,000 per-participant cap on training costs and has allowed longer
stays in training, supporting its belief in the value of training.

State-level performance standards across WIA and other programs have not led to
a sense of shared objectives. Delayed WIA registration and avoiding “soft exits” may be
contributing to increased manipulation of reported performance. Other performance
measurement issues include: Ul wage record time lags and noncoverage (e.g., Church of
Christ of Latter Day Saints); continuing data sharing issues involving workforce,
education, and vocational rehabilitation; and weak definitions and inconsistent
measurement of credentials. Utah developed and implemented performance measures
beyond those required by WIA as part of a broader, business-oriented approach to
performance management and continuous improvement.

Utah has enhanced the use of information and other advanced technologies in its
Employment Centers, developing UWORKS, a case management, data collection, and
reporting system across workforce and related funding streams at the state and local level.
In November 2002, DWS introduced www.jobs.utah.gov, its online, self-directed job
matching system that will feed client-level, labor exchange information to UWORKS.
Distance or e-Learning and virtual universities do not play a big role in Utah’s workforce
strategies.

Utah has largely accomplished “seamless” workforce service delivery for job
seekers and employers, going well beyond the rhetoric found in most states and localities,
adopting a strong market-oriented approach within a state-run, publicly managed
workforce system. Most major funding streams are integrated into Utah’s workforce
system. Utah’s WIA program is not struggling to serve TANF and other low-skilled, low-
income populations, nor is it encountering serious difficulties with employer engagement.
TANF and similar populations likely receive greater attention and better services under
WIA than do higher educated and skilled populations.

WIA’s focus on job seekers and employers as customers rather than clients and on
services rather than programs are primary strengths. But numerous weaknesses in WIA
are seen as particularly problematic, including: inconsistent definitions; funding
inadequacy and funding cycle inconsistency; silo-based inflexibility; performance
standards problems; cumbersome training provider certification requirements; the “fair
share” funding concept for One-Stop Career Centers; and WIA’s inflexibility relative to
TANF and other funding streams.
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In addition to the two-volume set of case studies, the products of this Rockefeller
Institute implementation-research project include an interim and final report. The interim
report, entitled The Workforce Investment Act in Eight States: Overview of Findings from
a Field Network Study (U.S. DOL-ETA Occasional Paper 2003-03), written by Burt
Barnow, Johns Hopkins University, and Christopher King, University of Texas at Austin,
was issued in July 2003. It is included as published as an appendix to this volume. The
report summarizes the field data across the eight sample states and presents
recommendations. Barnow and King are writing the final project report that will treat the
history of federal programs in this field along with a longer and deeper cross-sectional
analysis of the study states, comparing them in a manner that takes into account major
findings and differences in goals, approaches, organizational structures, and operations.
The final report is scheduled for issuance in spring 2004.
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Notes

' The mandatory partners include WIA, the Employment Service, Unemployment Insurance, Welfare-to-
Work, Trade Adjustment Assistance programs, Veterans’ Employment and Training Programs, Job Corps,
Senior Community Service Employment Program, employment and training for migrant and seasonal farm
workers, employment and training for Native Americans, Vocational Rehabilitation, Adult Education and
Literacy, Vocational Education (Perkins Act), Community Services Block Grant, and Housing and Urban
Development administered employment and training.

* Core services are defined as an initial assessment, job search assistance, career counseling, and providing
information regarding the labor market and work services. Intensive services include comprehensive and
specialized assessments and development of employment plans as well as work experience activities, case
management for participants seeking training services, and provision of literacy activities for basic
workforce readiness. Training services include a variety of training opportunities to increase the skill
level of the participant.

? For more information on the field network approach to public policy research, see Nathan, Richard P.
Social Science in Government: The Role of Policy Researchers (Albany, NY: Rockefeller Institute Press,
July 2000).

* TAA and RIO were devolved from state to local board control during the latter part of PY 2003. The

transfer of more management responsibility for employment service and veterans’ services was scheduled
for the fall of 2003.
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Chapter Two
FLORIDA CASE STUDY

Burt Barnow, Johns Hopkins University
Amy MacDonald Buck, Johns Hopkins University'

Section I. Background Information and Issues

Florida has long been a highly innovative state in developing and implementing
workforce development policy. The state has 24 workforce investment areas, which are
referred to as Regional Workforce Boards (RWBs). See Appendix A, Figure 1 for a map
of Florida’s areas. The local boards are responsible for planning and operating all
workforce development programs in the local areas, which in Florida extend beyond the
Workforce Investment Act (WIA) Title I programs for adults, youth, and dislocated
workers. Local Florida boards are also responsible for federally funded programs such as
employment and training for welfare recipients, labor exchange services provided by the
Employment Service, Welfare-to-Work services, and Food Stamp Employment and
Training. Although Employment Service employees are state merit staff employees, they
report to the head of the One-Stop Career Centers and receive direct supervision from
Employment Service managers according to federal requirements at 20 CFR 652.216.
See Appendix B for the One-Stop Career Center presence and lead state agency for
Florida’s workforce development programs.

State legislation and leadership, especially in 1996 and 2000, have been the
principal catalysts to progress in workforce development in Florida. Particularly
noteworthy is that the state legislature decided to vest responsibility for WIA, Wagner-
Peyser Act, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), Veterans' Employment
and Training, Food Stamp Employment and Training, Welfare-to-Work, and Job Corps
recruitment directly under the local workforce development boards. Workforce
initiatives have been strongly driven by the leadership of elected officials in the
legislature, consensus among workforce professionals, economic development
organizations, and business leaders. See Appendix A, Figure 2 for an organizational
chart of Florida’s workforce development system.

In 1996, the U.S. Department of Labor (U.S. DOL) awarded Florida a federal
One-Stop early implementation grant. The majority of those funds were used to issue
planning and implementation grants to local boards through a competitive process to
develop their local systems. Florida received its last allocation of the three-year grant in
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July 1999. Receiving funding to support the early implementation of One-Stop Career
Centers helped local boards innovate in their planning process.

The chief policy organization for workforce development in Florida is Workforce
Florida, Inc. (WFI), a quasi-public nonprofit organization, which serves as the state
Workforce Investment Board. WFI was created by the Workforce Innovation Act of
2000 from the Workforce Division of Enterprise Florida, Inc. and the State WAGES
(Work and Gain Economic Self-Sufficiency) Board, which was responsible for workforce
development activities for TANF recipients. The act consolidated policy authority over
all workforce related programs under WFI, and reduced the 2000 administrative budget
for workforce programs by $1.4 million.

WFT has three statutorily established councils that focus on key segments of the
workforce:

e First Jobs/First Wages Council promotes successful entry into the workforce
through education and job experience; this council also deals with youth and
adults entering the workforce for the first time;

o Better Jobs/Better Wages Council assists families making the transition from
welfare to work and former welfare recipients working in low-wage jobs with
little mobility to attain better positions; and

e High Skills/High Wages Council is involved in education and training efforts
intended to place workers in high paying, high skill jobs and to attract and expand
employers that hire these types of workers.

Since July 1999, Florida law has required that each local board maintain a
business-led High Skills/High Wages Committee. This committee focuses on making the
workforce system more responsive to business needs. Local High Skills/High Wages
Committees recommend policy actions to the state board and legislature and facilitate
collaboration among businesses, economic development representatives, and training
providers.” The Workforce Innovation Act of 2000 requires that each local High
Skills/High Wages Committee contains at least five private-sector business
representatives appointed by local chambers of commerce in consultation with the
primary county economic development organization in the region; a representative of
each primary county economic development organization within the region; the local
board chair; the presidents of all community colleges within the region; those district
school superintendents who conduct postsecondary educational programs within the
region; and two representatives from nonpublic postsecondary educational institutions
that are authorized to provide Individual Training Accounts (ITAs). The business
representatives on the committee need not be members of the local board and are required
to represent local industries of primary importance to the local economy.’

Constraints to progress in workforce development include institutional inertia,
some local political conflict, limited funds, state level reorganization, and a number of
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federal restrictions on the use of WIA and Wagner-Peyser Act funds. Federal restrictions
of particular concern to the state include the fact that Wagner-Peyser Act employees are
required to be part of the state merit plan and limits on how often and how much WIA
money can be moved across programs and geographical areas.* In addition, the state
would like the federal government to permit local boards to establish escrow scholarship
accounts for ITAs, as the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services allows for the
major federal welfare program.

Florida has a strong tradition of state and local collaboration, although there has
been some tension over control issues. For example, several local boards are strongly
resisting the state board’s efforts to “brand” the One-Stop Career Centers.

WEFI states on its website that it “supports and promotes economic growth through
workforce development.” WFI staff characterizes current state and local policy as
focusing on economic development and serving businesses first. By enhancing economic
development, the state is confident that it will make jobs available and raise the skills of
the workforce. For TANF recipients in particular, who receive employment and training
services exclusively through the One-Stop delivery system, there is a strong “work first,”
labor market attachment focus. The state promotes incumbent worker training, but not to
the exclusion of the unemployed.’ Florida uses state-level WIA dollars and general funds
to competitively fund employers for incumbent worker training.

The Agency for Workforce Innovation (AWI) is the state agency that administers
the WIA program in Florida. AWI was created in 2000 by the legislature to consolidate
administration of workforce programs, and it operates under a performance contract with
WFI. Previously, most workforce development programs were administered by the
Department of Labor and Employment Security (DLES), and a few of the programs
administered by DLES were not transferred to AWI, e.g., vocational rehabilitation was
transferred to the Department of Education, and regulation of farm labor and trade unions
was transferred to the Department of Business and Professional Regulation.

In terms of the focus between the workforce and business, the state plan addresses
both constituencies. The state’s vision is “Florida will develop a globally competitive
workforce,” and the mission states that “Florida will develop the state business climate by
designing and implementing strategies that help Floridians enter, remain in, and advance
in the workplace, becoming more highly skilled and successful, benefiting businesses and
the entire state.”® The state plan also presents a number of goals that reflect a dual focus
on workforce and business:

e Provide to every citizen universal and user-friendly access to the state’s
workforce development programs and services;

e Foster and encourage participation of small, rural, and urban inner city business in
development of workforce services to meet their needs for skilled workers;

e FEducate individuals about the state’s labor market conditions;
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e Coordinate and consolidate workforce resources to ensure maximum performance
and accountability of resources, and provide a single point of access to accurate
and timely information to all citizens; and

e Through collaborative partnerships with workforce partners and stakeholders,
design workforce strategies and programs that meet the needs of Florida’s diverse
T
regions.

AWTI staff indicated that employers are the centerpiece of the system, but, in early
implementation, focus remained on the flow of job seeker services. Now there is a
growing awareness that the system needs to refocus again on business because economic
development is an important focus of state policy. For example, the team that analyzes
and disseminates labor market information for the state recently initiated a series of focus
group sessions with business leaders to try to better orient their product for business.

Florida has embraced the core principles in WIA, and, in some instances, the state
has carried the principles enunciated in WIA farther than the federal statute requires. For
example, Florida initiated legislation and policies on workforce development
consolidation prior to federal statute (see Appendix C for a brief timeline of state
legislation and policy changes); in addition, the state has (unsuccessfully) asked for
permission to have Wagner-Peyser Act funded employees hired by local workforce
boards rather than under the authority of a state merit staffing system.® The state has also
carried the concept of consolidation farther than required by WIA by giving local boards
authority over a number of workforce development programs.

Section II. Leadership and Governance
A. Leadership

The legislature has played a major leadership role in Florida. In 2000, the Florida
legislature consolidated the funding streams of TANF, WIA, Wagner-Peyser Act, Food
Stamp Employment and Training, Welfare-to-Work, Veterans’ Employment and Training
Services, and Job Corps outreach in Senate Bill 2050. In the same year, the state placed
all Employment Service employees under the day-to-day supervision of local boards.

The state legislature also provided strong leadership in establishing many performance
standards beyond those required by the federal government for workforce development
programs. Finally, the legislature enacted other important initiatives: it established a
WIA-funded $2 million incumbent worker program, set a 50 percent individual training
account (ITA) expenditure target, and specified additional required members for state and
local boards (such as union representatives).

In 2000, Governor Jeb Bush selected a key player in creating Florida’s welfare
reform and workforce legislation to serve as the charter chair of WFI. Prior to becoming
WEFT’s chair, this individual had created a Senate Select Committee to evaluate
opportunities for reform. The committee, after holding ten meetings across the state and
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listening to presentations from over 100 individuals and organizations, identified the
following eight key concerns:

1. The workforce system and the state’s economic development strategy are
disconnected;

2. Too few workers have technical skills to meet employer needs;

3. Entry level workers lack necessary literacy levels and work readiness skills to meet
the needs of Florida’s employers;

4. Families transitioning from welfare to work have joined the state’s working poor;

5. Employers must have access to training programs that enhance the skills of their
current workforce;

6. Small businesses, which have traditionally offered job opportunities for first time
wage earners, have limited resources to devote to human resource programs;

7. Administrative entities and responsibilities overlap; and
8. Workforce programs and services are fragmented.’

At the inaugural meeting of WFI, the chair challenged the newly created state
board to develop strategies to train at least 3,000 Floridians for better paying jobs within
six months.'® Specifically, the chair charged each of the WFI’s three workforce councils
to meet a particular challenge in partnership with their partner committees at the local
level. The chair urged the High Skills/High Wages Council to rapidly train 1,000
information technology professionals to attain industry certification such as those offered
by Microsoft, Oracle, and Cisco Systems. Similarly, the chair challenged the Better
Jobs/Better Wages Council to rapidly train 1,000 employed former cash assistance
recipients to facilitate career advancement to allow them to be self-sufficient. Finally, the
chair charged the First Jobs/ First Wages Council to identify opportunities to place 1,000
Florida 13110u‘[h in unsubsidized after-school programs. Each council exceeded their
targets.

Council members reported that the challenge provided a catalyst for action and
cooperation between the state council and local committees. The initial chair of the High
Skills/High Wages Council praised the opportunity to focus jointly on workforce and
economic development issues, “This represents a great example of our ability to
strengthen the critical linkage between workforce and economic development efforts to
grow our state’s economy.”"?

Although the principal source of innovation in Florida has been the legislative

branch, the governor’s office has been very cooperative and supportive of the state board
during WIA implementation. Support from the governor’s office continued when the
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party in the statehouse shifted from Democrat to Republican. There has been no great
change since initial implementation in the level of interest the governor’s office has
shown.

Key administrators at AWI, the agency that serves as the administrative/fiscal
entity under contract with WFI, have provided extensive leadership in the arena of
workforce development. In addition, key administrators from other state agencies, such
as the Department for Children and Families, which is responsible for the TANF program
except for workforce development, have provided leadership through membership on the
state board and through partnership agreements.

WFI, the state Workforce Investment Board, has provided extensive leadership,
particularly in policy development. For example, the state board was instrumental in
deciding to apply for early WIA implementation status. The legislature granted the board
overall statutory authority over workforce policy, planning, and accountability.

Economic development organizations have also helped to promote WIA
implementation by serving on state and local boards and serving on High Skills/High
Wages Council and the corresponding local committees. In the late 1980s and early
1990s, the Florida Chamber of Commerce mobilized Florida’s business community to
focus attention on viable economic development strategies, including workforce
development. The Chamber’s 1989 Cornerstone Report served as an early catalyst for
reforming Florida’s economic development and workforce systems. In November 2001,
WFI and the Florida chamber partnered to host a new Cornerstone Summit to address the
major challenges facing Florida in preparing youth with the education, skills, and training
necessary to succeed in the workforce.'> WFI and the chamber also partnered to host
focus groups around the state to bring together education, workforce, economic
development, and business partners to develop strategies and initiatives to align state
policy, recommend legislation, and build consensus on youth issues.'* Though relations
between WFI and economic development organizations are collaborative and have led to
new initiatives, economic development organizations have not been as important in
providing policy leadership at the state level as the legislature, WFI, and AWI.

B. Intergovernmental Relations

Since implementation of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), the state has
enjoyed increased authority over accountability and performance for local boards, but
decreased authority over the process, methods, and providers of services. Local boards
have statutory authority over TANF employment and training and most other workforce
related programs, along with the related funding. State officials note a continued trend
towards greater decentralization, but with strict accountability for outcomes and financial
consequences.
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First Coast Workforce Development Board

First Coast Workforce Development Board (Region 8) is the regional workforce
development board (RWB) for Duval, Baker, Clay, Putnam, Nassau, and St. Johns counties of
Florida, which includes the city of Jacksonville. The board is a nonprofit organization. A
consortium of three partners jointly runs One-Stop Career Centers with significant input from
RWRB staff. The consortium competitively selects a contractor to hire key staff. Key
characteristics of this RWB stem from the Florida legislature’s statute enacted in FY 2000 to
consolidate the funding streams of TANF, WIA, Wagner-Peyser Act, Food Stamps
Employment and Training, Veterans’ Services, and Job Corps at the local level. Because the
regional workforce development board controls these multiple funding streams, its One-Stop
Career Centers are able to provide services to individuals eligible under different funding
streams more easily and with fewer coordination and duplication of effort problems.

Another key feature of First Coast Workforce Development Board is its organization
model. The board has adopted the Carver Governance Policy Model
(http://www.carvergovernance.com) and has structured itself so that the board focuses
exclusively on broad policy decisions. Aside from setting general parameters for its staff, the
board relies upon its 33 person staff to make all day-to-day managerial decisions about how to
manage the One-Stop Career Centers.

The board’s policy focus sets it apart from many other regional boards, both within and
outside of Florida. First Coast Workforce Development unequivocally sees business as its
primary customer. The board believes that only by enhancing economic development
opportunities and enticing employers to invest in the workforce can individuals’ employment
opportunities improve. The regional workforce investment board focuses on its business
customers by providing three tiers of services to employers and by helping facilitate incumbent
worker training that meets the needs of businesses. The board believes that incumbent worker
training enhances economic development by offering valuable training services to business and
advances the earnings potential of some workers while opening up more entry level positions
as trained workers advance; consequently, the board would like to move toward providing
training only to incumbent workers. The board’s close and collaborative ties to local and
regional economic development entities have helped further its goals to focus on business and
to upgrade worker skills.

Finally, the board funds a contractor to gather detailed labor market information every
year. The board disseminates this information to job seekers and employers through its
website. Based on this labor market information, the board targets many of its training efforts
to meet the employment needs of high demand, high wage industries within the region.

The U.S. DOL regional office serves as the federal management arm for WIA
grant administration. Its functions include both monitoring and technical assistance. The
regional office monitors the grantees to assure compliance with grant provisions for
administration and fiscal matters. The regional office deals first with the states, but they
also work with local programs to make sure that laws and regulations are properly
administered at the local level. The regional office provides technical assistance at state
conferences and workshops, often at the request of the states. In particular, the regional
office offered technical assistance on the role of local boards during the early days of
WIA implementation."
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One source of concern is that several substantive statewide waiver requests to
U.S. DOL were denied. In particular, the state has tried several times to obtain
permission to devolve Wagner-Peyser Act funds, activities, and hiring to local boards,
and the state has also asked the federal government for permission to reallocate funds
more often than is currently permitted by the U.S. DOL.'®

CLM Workforce Connection

The regional workforce development board for Citrus, Levy, and Marion
counties of Florida (Region 10), is referred to as the CLM Workforce Connection or
CLM. This region consists of three largely rural counties in the central part of the state,
with Ocala the largest city. Some of CLM’s distinguishing features stem from the
Florida legislature’s consolidation of major workforce development funding streams.

The One-Stop Career Centers in Region 10 are operated by a nonprofit
corporation established to run the centers. One-Stop Career Centers in Region 10 are
tailored to serve different types of customers. For example, there are “full service”
centers that serve universal job seekers, welfare clients, and displaced workers at the site
of the former unemployment insurance office. The board also maintains a new One-Stop
Career Center with the look of a temporary employee agency targeted at “professionals”
in a strip mall and only offers core services on-site. This center has evening and
weekend hours to better meet the needs of employed workers searching for a better job.
Other One-Stop Career Centers are located in a mall kiosk, at an affordable housing site,
at a county government building, and at a community college.

Collaboration is a major focus of CLM. Every board member, person on the
staff, business owner, and service provider we interviewed mentioned the board’s
dedication to fostering collaboration among the board, the community college, and
vocational educational facility, economic development corporations, and the juvenile
justice system.

CLM partners with the local school boards in two innovative programs. In one
of these programs, the board financed two alternative educational options for youth who
chose to leave the traditional educational path so they could earn a high school degree.
The board also provides 34 mini-computer labs for career planning in local high schools
that both WIA-eligible and non-eligible youth access.

CLM also partners with a community development corporation (CDC) to run a
training program with Dollar General, a national retail chain. The CDC staffs the Dollar
General exclusively with welfare employment and training customers who are trained
on-site for several months before graduating from the program.

The regional workforce investment board has also collaborated with private
temporary staffing agencies that originally were very antagonistic to the workforce
investment system. At least once a week an employee of a local temporary staffing
agency interviews and hires WIA clients on-site at a One Stop Career Center.

Finally, to ensure the level of service the One-Stop Career Centers provide is
consistently high, the regional workforce investment board instituted a “mystery
shopper” practice. Periodically, non-WIA customers enter One-Stop Career Centers,
pretend to need WIA services, and document the quality of the help they receive.
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C. Governance and Decentralization

Florida has increasingly decentralized authority for developing its workforce
system. For example, the state has requested a waiver to allow Wagner-Peyser Act
funded services to be provided by local staff rather than by state merit staff. State board
members believe that the relationship between state and local control of workforce policy
direction is balanced, but that there is some tension over control. For example, the state
retains authority over the chartering of local boards; distributing most funds other than
WIA formula pass-through dollars; and setting minimum standards for One-Stop Career
Centers, eligible training providers, and programs. Local boards have significant
flexibility within those parameters, including oversight of local governance structure,
selection of providers, local accountability, and contracting processes. Although not
generally an important issue, tensions sometimes arose when local desires conflicted with
state policies. One example, described below, is that local boards have resisted state
efforts to “brand” One Stop Career Centers with a common name throughout the state.

The state WIB was initially grandfathered in 1999, but new appointments were
made in 2000. Members of the legislature may make an unlimited number of
nominations to the governor for membership. The terms of these “new” appointees
technically expired as of June 2002, but under state law the incumbents retain authority
until replaced by new appointments. Reappointments and new appointments will be
made imminently. State law requires that the state board includes at least one member
who represents the licensed nonpublic postsecondary educational institutions authorized
as ITA providers. One member must be from the staffing service industry. Private sector
representatives must constitute a majority of board membership, but those representatives
of business appointed to the board may not provide workforce services, and at least half
of the business appointments must represent small businesses. Finally, five organized
labor representatives are required. The governor considers minority, gender, and
geographical representation when appointing representatives to the board. The full state
board meets four times per year.

Many local boards were initially grandfathered in 1999, but some changes were
made because they were required to conform to 2000 state legislation changes. The local
boards are being monitored to assure compliance.

Organized labor has often served as the “loyal opposition” or counterpoint on
many issues. For example, organized labor has historically objected to “privatization”
and decentralizing the employment of Wagner-Peyser Act employees. However,
organized labor has provided valuable links to apprenticeship programs, particularly at
the local level.

Educators have contributed to state and local boards through membership on the
state and local boards and by serving as staff to local boards, administrative/fiscal agents,
One-Stop Career Center operators, and partners in special initiatives such as Operation
Paycheck (described below).!” Florida’s educational system does not perfectly
geographically align with its local workforce system; however, Florida’s 10 state
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universities, 28 community colleges, and 67 school districts, as well as private
universities and private postsecondary institutions do collaborate with the 24 local boards
and with One-Stop Career Centers.

Governors have supported local empowerment and flexibility for workforce
development programs. Even with a change from the Chiles (democrat) to Bush
(republican) administration in the late 1990s, the administrative preference for local
flexibility and power has not noticeably changed. The governor has allocated incentive
bonuses to influence local board policies and initiatives. The state board uses both long
term and short term incentive payments to local Workforce Investment Boards, using
WIA, TANF, and Wagner-Peyser Act funds.

State boards have documented a significant performance gain over three years in
both long term (e.g., WIA standards) and their short term measures (discussed later in
this report).

Section III. Workforce System Planning
A. State Strategic Planning

Major contributors to the state five-year strategic plan included the WIA design
committee of WFI (the state WIB); the 24 local boards; other state agencies, particularly
the Department of Education and the Department of Children and Families; and
legislative staff. Public workshops also provided important input.

The WIA planning process varies for Title I youth, adult, and dislocated worker
programs. Most planning is channeled through WFI’s three standing councils that focus
on high skills/high wages (mainly adult and displaced workers), better jobs/better wages
(mainly low-income adults and TANF recipients), and first jobs/first wages (mainly
youth). WFI also prepares an additional, more comprehensive annual “workforce
strategic plan” as required by state legislation. That plan incorporates WIA elements, but
it also encompasses all programs under WFI’s authority and addresses policy, planning,
accountability, and responsibility issues, with a strong emphasis on economic
development strategies.

The state submitted a unified plan in the sense that it covers all WIA Title I
programs, Wagner-Peyser Act programs, the related U.S. DOL special programs such as
the Work Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC), Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA), Job
Corps, Veterans’ Employment and Training programs, etc. It does not include the WIA
Title II programs for adult education, vocational rehabilitation, or TANF. Separate plans
for Perkins (vocational education), vocational rehabilitation, and TANF are still prepared
and submitted respectively to the U.S. Department of Education and U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, but they are coordinated with the AWI and WFI for
compatibility with the five-year WIA plan. Currently, there is no plan to unify further in
a way that would require more complex, formal multi-agency sign off at the state level
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and sequential review by multiple federal agencies. WFI does not see any advantage to
further unification and anticipates it would involve many delays and disadvantages.

State board members believe that a more formally “unified” plan would end up
being little more than the “big staple” approach due to the differing instructions from the
approving federal agencies. However, staff at AWI believes that there might be
advantages to putting TANF in the unified plan. Furthermore, AWI staff believes that the
joint efforts necessary to create and modify plans lead to collaboration and
communication in itself and encourages feedback from local boards.

The state plan has been modified three times so far, and a fourth modification has
been prepared and is pending federal approval. Most of the changes have been required
by changes in state law (e.g., changes in board membership requirements and state law
for ITAs) or in the state board policies (e.g., de-obligation/re-obligation, employed
worker training). The state board has also used the modification process to request
waivers, such as exemption from the state merit staffing requirement for providing
Wagner-Peyser Act services.

The state plan identifies responses to potential business cycle downturns,
generally in the section dealing with rapid response. The currently pending modification
describes some steps and special services provided in response to the 9/11 events and the
general downturn in economic activities, notably featuring Operation Paycheck .

Operation Paycheck

In response to the events of September 11, 2001, Governor Jeb Bush announced
Operation Paycheck, a new program to quickly retrain Floridians who lost their jobs in
industries affected by the economic downturn. In Florida, these industries included tourism
related jobs in restaurants and hotels, air transportation, and healthcare. WFI, AWI, the
Department of Education, and the Division of Community Colleges partnered to create this
innovative program. The program aimed to quickly augment the existing skills of dislocated
workers so they could find jobs in expanding sectors of the economy. Individuals applied for
Operation Paycheck training through the One-Stop delivery system.

After one year, local boards had authorized 8,811 customers to receive training under
Operation Paycheck. Approximately 70 percent of Operation Paycheck trainees enrolled in
high tech training. Over 41 percent of Operation Paycheck participants enrolled in courses at
private training entities, 26.9 percent enrolled at community colleges, 20.3 percent enrolled at
school district vocational/technical centers, and 11.6 percent enrolled in public universities.
Florida suspended new enrollments to the popular Operation Paycheck program on July 15,
2002 due to funding constraints. Local board members reported that the popularity of the
Operation Paycheck program helped expose more Floridians to the One-Stop delivery system.

(Sources: Partners’ Report, Workforce Florida, Inc. Fall 2002 and
www.operationpaycheck.com)
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Under WIA, there has been a greater interest in seeing an expansion of incumbent
worker training. WFI, the state board, is encouraging local RWBs to broaden services to
employed workers using local WIA adult funds, patterned after the highly successful and
popular state-administered Incumbent Worker Training Program, which is funded with
state-level 15 percent set-aside funds.

B. Local Planning

Local boards and staff are encouraged to review and comment on the state plan,
and most do. AWI staff writes the plan with guidance from WFI. After AWI prepares
the plan, it goes to WFI for approval. Local representatives extensively participated in
developing the initial five-year plan and strategies for early WIA implementation in
1999. Less feedback has been provided on the modifications, despite invitations for
comments, primarily because most of the modifications were based on changed state law.
Local boards are currently revising their own plans to ensure that they support the state
plan.

Local youth councils have participated in and influenced state strategic planning,
but the state board has noted wide variations in the levels of activity and responsiveness
among the 24 local youth councils. The state First Work/First Wages Council, which
serves as the state youth council, helped provide issues and reactions to the first strategic
plan in particular.

C. Summary Analysis

The strategic plan is viewed more as a guiding document than a compliance
driven exercise, but it does satisfy federal paper expectations. For example, the waivers
being requested in modification four were the product of extensive policy deliberations
and have direct and significant impact on local resources and service delivery. The
strategic plan also reflects the state’s views on the de-obligation/reallocation of funds and
the proposed decentralization of Wagner-Peyser Act staff. As the administrative/fiscal
WIA agency, AWI pays close attention to the strategic plan, revises it when needed, and
tries to keep it current. AWI staff describes the plan as a “living document.” Because the
plan leaves many decisions to the local boards, its flexibility and latitude strengthen the
power of local boards. Planning under WIA differs significantly from planning that
occurred under JTPA because the plans developed under JTPA were more “cookie
cutter” plans than true strategic planning exercises.

State board members believe that the strategic plan is mainly directed at an
audience of federal compliance reviewers, and state/local workforce professionals —
definitely not the general public. For that reason, WFI also produces a separate annual
report to the legislature that attempts to provide a more digestible, non-technical
description of workforce structures, services, and outcomes.
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Section IV. System Administration: Structure and Funding
A. Overview

Across Florida, local boards have administrative authority over WIA Title I
programs, Welfare-to-Work formula funds, welfare transition programs (workforce
development funds in the TANF program), Food Stamp Employment and Training, Job
Corps recruitment, and Wagner-Peyser Act funded activities. All of these services are
provided through the One-Stop delivery system. AWI administers each of these
programs.

The state does not require additional One-Stop delivery system partners beyond
those laid out in WIA and the TANF/FSET services integrated under state law. However,
since the passage of the Workforce Florida Act in 1996, legislation has strongly
encouraged co-location and many One-Stop delivery system partners have been co-
located since the early implementation of One-Stop Career Centers in Florida. The WFA
required the WAGES (TANF employment and training) program, Florida’s Welfare-to-
Work initiative, and the Food Stamp Employment and Training program to participate in
the state’s One-Stop Career Centers. Furthermore, the state legislation prohibited these
and the other mandatory One-Stop delivery system partners under WIA from operating
independently from One-Stop Career Centers unless they were approved to do so by the
local board. The WIA 2000 legislation re-designated the WAGES program as the
welfare transition program and merged it with the One-Stop delivery system, and
continued to require the Food Stamp Employment and Training program and other
mandatory One-Stop delivery system partners to be approved by the local boards to
operate independently.

Whether or not the partners are co-located at One-Stop Career Centers varies by
local board and by One-Stop Career Center site. In one of the areas we visited, staff from
the Department of Children and Families were present at the One-Stop Career Center. In
the other region we visited, the local board had been unable to resolve cost-sharing issues
with the Department of Children and Families, so Department of Children and Families
staff was not present at the One-Stop Career Centers. Similarly, Vocational
Rehabilitation had not maintained even a minimal connection to the One-Stop Career
Center in one of the areas we visited. The local boards do have administrative authority
for all of the required programs. The local boards have a variety of agreements with
providers at the local level, which include contracts, memoranda of understanding
(MQOUgs), and non-financial agreements.

TANF recipients who are not exempt from work requirements are required by the
Department of Children and Families to report to the One-Stop Career Centers. The
department's system interfaces with the One-Stop Career Center’s computer system, and
the center sends the letter to the client regarding reporting to the center for job assistance
services. At the One-Stop Career Centers we visited, TANF recipients meet with WIA
career consultants in cubicle offices at the back of the One-Stop Career Center beyond
the computer labs and core-service resource areas. TANF recipients immediately receive
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intensive, not core services, and although there is a strong "work first" orientation toward
TANF clients in particular, One-Stop Career Center staff stress that career consultants do
consider training options for TANF recipients.

Although each of the One-Stop Career Centers we visited in Florida differed
somewhat in layout and provision of services, in general a job seeker who walks into the
center off the street first gets greeted and counted at the front desk and then proceeds to
the resource room to receive core services. They may be asked to provide their Social
Security number and are registered in the Online Data Entry and Display System, which
tracks Wagner-Peyser Act program recipients, if they are receiving core services. Front
line staff provides new visitors to the One-Stop Career Center with a packet of
information that summarizes available services, including training, education, and job fair
information, and describes how to access those services. Staff helps identify individual
job seekers who need additional assistance and, if they feel this is appropriate, refer them
to an intensive services team. The intensive services team normally administers the Test
of Adult Basic Education (TABE), the career scope interest inventory, and a transferable
skills inventory or other tests. If clients need more services, they are counseled
individually.

Individuals receiving Unemployment Insurance (UI) who are identified through
the profiling process as being at risk of exhausting their benefits are required to report to
the One-Stop Career Center for an orientation and eligibility review group session. Every
day approximately 25 UI claimants report to one of the One-Stop Career Centers we
visited to fulfill their referral to services requirement and to learn what reemployment
services are provided through the center. One-Stop Career Center staff was hesitant to
refer to this process as “profiling” and stressed that interactions with unemployed
individuals focus more on exposing clients to available services than trying to “catch”
individuals.

Several of the One-Stop Career Center directors with whom we spoke
acknowledged that clients are not typically registered for WIA until they are receiving
intensive services. However, clients are registered with the Employment Service, which
provides the traditional core services. Moreover, staff assesses client commitment to
training and getting a job before registering that individual in the WIA program because
the centers do not want uncommitted individuals to be “liabilities” in terms of
performance standards. Several center directors indicated that in practice the divide
between core assisted and intensive services is often blurred.

B. Memoranda of Understanding and Partnership Building

At the state level, AWI develops and then negotiates an MOU with each local
board regarding the workforce program services delivered by AWI staff in the One-Stop
delivery system. AWI, the lead state agency, rather than WFI, the state WIB, facilitates
the development of MOUs. The MOUSs are negotiated separately, but the basic format is
the same between AWI and each local board.
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At the local level, each local board develops its own MOUs by negotiating with
various local partners. Local board members embrace this role and believe that they best
know their area’s needs and conditions. Local boards believe they need the flexibility to
negotiate MOUSs that help them obtain their goals, and WFI members recognize the
validity of this claim.

Both WFI members and AWI officials believe that MOUs are effective vehicles
for assuring commitment to the workforce system at both the state and local level.
However, local boards have found achieving collaboration with certain One-Stop Career
Center partners particularly challenging. Veterans’ employment and training programs
and vocational rehabilitation are prohibited by statute from being totally seamless
partners in the One-Stop delivery system. Local One-Stop Career Centers have also
found it difficult to reach agreements on how to share program and administrative costs.
To overcome obstacles to partnering, local boards have initiated round table discussions,
open communications, conferences, and workshops. Monthly partner meetings help
provide a forum for discussion and are fairly common. One-Stop Career Center
managers also try to foster a sense of membership among staff by providing common
training and signaling uniformity through common signs, etc.

In some regions, staffing agencies (temporary help firms) provide in-kind
resources for workforce development at the One-Stop Career Centers. In these locations,
staffing agencies “work the floor” of the One-Stop Career Center, and One-Stop Career
Center operators view them as valuable resources because of their links to employers.
The staffing agencies, in turn, benefit by using the One-Stop Career Centers as a source
of labor for them to hire. This amicable relationship developed over time; initially
staffing agencies were hostile to One-Stop Career Centers as a potential state-funded
competitor. Local boards fostered collaboration through close communication with the
staffing agencies.

Staffing issues and cost sharing issues have proven to be the most difficult
problems to date. According to members of the lead state agency, restrictive grant
regulations, based on outdated statutory language, do not allow veterans and vocational
rehabilitation partners adequate funding to pay their fair share of the cost of operating
One-Stop Career Centers.

The Workforce Innovation Act of 2000 and WFI policy prioritize achieving true
integration over part-time co-location or even full-time co-location. In some ways, this
focus on full integration has drawn attention to the more intractable differences between
partners as program leaders have wrestled with resolving rather than glossing over
differences. Whereas in other states where partners more typically interact sporadically,
during set hours on certain days of the week, One-Stop Career Center staff in Florida are
forced to “live together” in a way that forces staff and administrators to more frankly
confront philosophical and procedural differences. As a result, at least in the initial
phases of One-Stop Career Center operation, more tension may have arisen than in less
integrated states. Over time, however, some programs, such as WIA and the
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Employment Service, have integrated to a level that would not have occurred without
strong state leadership and policy focus.

C. Education and Youth

Community and technical colleges were considered part of the state’s workforce
development system prior to WIA. Technical colleges have always been a source of
short term, skills-based curricula for individuals in approved training programs.
Community colleges have also been used for training, and in some cases they have served
as the organization through which workforce programs were administered. WIA has
made even clearer the need for all training institutions to provide curricula that align with
the needs of business and the workforce. As discussed in more depth below, the
requirement for the use of ITAs has not significantly affected the role of community
colleges in Florida.

Universities, community colleges, and district school boards have membership on
the local workforce boards and have become more aware of the potential role they can
play in the employment and training arena and workforce development. The requirement
for an eligible provider list (discussed below) has not significantly affected the role of
community colleges and other educational institutions. Because Florida already required
these institutions to report outcome data through the Florida Education and Training
Placement Information Program (FETPIP), the data reporting requirements under WIA
did not pose a major hurdle for Florida educational institutions.'®

WIA may have slightly shifted the focus of community colleges and other
educational institutions. The emphasis on economic development and demand
occupations, and performance requirements that are necessary to remain on the eligible
training provider list reinforce the need for education and training programs to be
responsive to industry and employer needs. Many have been very responsive to the short
term training needs of area employers. For example, the Florida Community College at
Jacksonville recently built an advanced technology center to provide area employees with
facilities for pre-service and in-service employee training. The facility was designed to
meet the training needs of emerging-economy career fields identified by the Jacksonville
Economic Development Commission. The community college uses the facility to
provide customized training or to accommodate employer training using company
trainers, curriculum, and/or equipment. Proprietary schools may have had more trouble
with the provider list requirement than the community colleges because it takes six
months to determine provider eligibility and get on the list. Because the Department of
Education’s institutions are already licensed, community colleges did not face the same
wait as proprietary schools.

Early in the formation of the One-Stop Career Centers, a number of Florida’s
community colleges sought to become One-Stop Career Center operators. In 1996, One-
Stop Career Centers in 10 of Florida’s 24 local boards were operated by the community
colleges. Today, only three community colleges serve as One-Stop Career Center
operators. The shift to private sector involvement in the operation of One-Stop Career
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Centers has been attributed, at least in part, to a report issued by the Office of Program
Policy Analysis and Government Accountability, the investigative arm of the Florida
legislature.” The report suggested that real and perceived conflicts of interest arise when
community colleges serve as both the operators of and primary vendors for the One-Stop
Career Centers.”’

In many instances, community and technical colleges are the entities that provide
intensive and training services to eligible individuals who are receiving services from the
One-Stop delivery system. Recently, community and technical colleges designed
courses to meet short term training needs caused by a downturn in the Florida tourism
and service economy after 9/11. The community and technical colleges were integral
partners in implementing the program, Operation Paycheck. In Jacksonville, one
innovative program for training construction workers has emerged through a
collaboration between the workforce board and the community college. In response to a
severe construction worker shortage in the late 1990s, the workforce board secured a
grant from the state to develop an innovative alternative apprenticeship program. The
program is competency based and provides a living stipend throughout the training
process. The local board provides ITAs through WIA for youth under the age of 22
years that cover child care expenses, transportation costs, and a $4 per hour stipend.
Graduates from the program enter high wage jobs that local employers need to fill.
Community college leaders believe that the incentives provided through the ITAs are
crucial for encouraging individuals to enter high demand positions.

Adult and continuing education are linked to the workforce system at the state and
local level. Many individuals receive training provided through the adult and continuing
education systems as part of the individual reemployment plan and service strategy they
develop along with One-Stop Career Center staff. AWI staff indicated that adult and
continuing education programs are crucial in preparing individuals for work and for the
requirements of subsequent training programs.

All local areas have established youth councils. Florida legislation requires the
creation of a First Jobs/First Wages Council at the state level and First Jobs/First Wages
Committees at the local level. Some committees evolved from the school-to-work
initiative, while others were newly created. The representation of K-12 and
postsecondary educators varies among areas, depending on the relationship between the
One-Stop Career Center and the local schools. K-12 education is usually involved in
dropout prevention programs and other programs for “at-risk” youth in this age group.
The Job Corps program in Florida is very active in identifying at-risk youth and enrolling
them in appropriate Job Corps programs.

In the regions we visited, the First Jobs/First Wages Committees had implemented
a number of programs targeted at youth. Overall, Florida provides more workforce
development services to youth aged 14 to 18 (17,420) than youth aged 19 to 21 (2,808),
but older youth can also be served with adult funds. Statewide, 14,756 of the 17,420
youth aged 14 to 18 who participated in a workforce development program received
tutoring, study skills training, and instruction leading to secondary school completion;
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13,154 participated in paid and unpaid work experiences, 9,323 engaged in summer
employment opportunities, 1,625 received adult mentoring, and 1,446 participated in
comprehensive guidance and counseling. In both local areas we visited, most youth
served participated in tutoring and study skills training and paid and unpaid work
experiences. In one region, the First Jobs/First Wages Council focused on dropout
prevention and pregnancy prevention. In the other region, the workforce board funded
remedial labs in local high schools to try to help stem the dropout rate. These resources
were initially only available for WIA-eligible youth, but eventually the council was able
to broaden use of these resources so youth ineligible for WIA could access services
because the schools provided in-kind staff resources. In addition, the board funded two
alternative schools to help at-risk youth attain their high school degree.

Finally, in addition to offering education and training opportunities to WIA
eligible adults and youth, Florida encourages its own workforce development
professionals to pursue training through its Workforce Training Institute (described
below).

Workforce Training Institute

The Workforce Innovation Act of 2000 authorized Workforce Florida, Inc. to create
a Workforce Training Institute to offer a “comprehensive program of workforce training
courses designed to meet the unique needs of . . . professionals integral to the workforce
system.” The law also specifies that the training institute should offer Internet-based training
modules. In 2000, Workforce Florida, Inc. awarded LearningLink, a division of the Brevard
Workforce Development Board, a one-time $200,000 grant to establish a Florida Workforce
Training Institute. The grant stipulated that the Institute must be self-sustaining within one
year. LearninglLink had been serving as a training provider since 1995 when it received
funds under the National One-Stop Learning Lab grant award from U.S. DOL.

LearningLink recently changed its name to Dynamic Works, but it continues to offer
on-line learning opportunities to workforce professionals both within and outside of Florida.
The mission of Dynamic Works is, “to provide training ‘just in time,” using cutting edge
technology and resources to meet the learning needs of workforce professionals.” Dynamic
Works offers some training modules specific to Florida. For example, under contract with
AWI, the Workforce Training Institute offers a course to upgrade basic Internet and
Windows skills to help workforce professionals prepare for the introduction of the One-Stop
Management Information System. Dynamic Works also offers courses that lead to three tiers
of Florida Professional Certification: Florida Certified Workforce Professional I (FCWP-I)
covers basic workforce professional skills, Certified Workforce Professional I (FCWP-II)
includes programmatic competencies, and Certified Workforce Professional III (FCWP-III)
encompasses administrative expertise. As workforce professionals complete modules
leading up to certification and pass computer based competency tests, they receive
certificates of completion.

(Sources: Workforce Innovation Act of 2000, Title XXXI, Chapter 445.008 (1), Partners’
Report, Workforce Florida, Inc. December 8, 2000, and www.dynamicinstitute.com)

34



D. State and Local Workforce Investment Board Funding Issues

WFI maintains authority over several streams of workforce funding including
WIA and TANF funding for welfare transition services. Florida’s total WIA allocation
for PY 2000 was $30,028,772. The additional workforce development funds that the
2000 legislation placed under WFI, including Wagner-Peyser Act, TANF employment
and training, Trade Adjustment Assistance, Veterans’ Employment and Training, and
Food Stamp Employment and Training, total $220,233,235. In 18 of Florida’s 24
regions, TANF allocations for employment and training exceed total WIA allocations.
For example, in the two areas we visited, total WIA allocations were $8,595,088 and
$2,115,644, while TANF employment and training allocations were $10,128,331 and
$5,710,416 respectively. Local board leaders believe that controlling both TANF and
WIA funding allows them to provide more substantial and seamlessly delivered services.
Florida receives federal TANF funds as a block grant, and the legislature allocates to
WFT a portion of these funds for welfare transition programs and services.

Neither federal mandate nor state law establishes a formula for distributing TANF
employment and training funds among the 24 regions; WFI determines the methodology
for distributing TANF funds. The Workforce Innovation Act of 2000, section
445.006(4), states, “. . .the strategic plan. . .must include criteria for allocating resources
to local workforce boards.” Prior to passage of the Workforce Innovation Act of 2000,
no ongoing formula was used to determine TANF employment and training dollars to
local boards. Rather, for fiscal years 1997-98, 1998-99, and 1999-2000, the WAGES
Board (whose duties were assumed by WFI under the 2000 legislation) allocated funds
on “a needs based process.” This process incorporated estimates of local caseloads and
considered special challenges faced by the local boards and relied upon negotiation
between local boards and the state WAGES Board.

The Workforce Executive Committee of the WFI worked with AWI, the
Department of Children and Families, and regional boards to draft a recommended
process and formula for distributing the TANF employment and training funds allocated
by the legislature. The workgroup considered available relevant data including caseload,
caseload decline, rate of expenditure, unemployment rate, and recent Census numbers.
The workgroup then developed a position paper and presented recommendations to WFI.
Officials at WFI indicated that regions that were failing to expend their Welfare-to-Work
allocations were penalized in TANF employment and training allocations.

These efforts culminated in a new TANF funding formula for FY 2001-02, which
will be applied to future fiscal years with allocations adjusted as needed based on annual
legislative appropriations. Under the formula, each region receives a base distribution
and a supplemental distribution. The base distribution totals $100 million of the $153.7
million appropriated for FY 2001-02 by the Florida legislature. The base is calculated on
each region’s relative share of funds in the prior year. The remaining $53.7 million will
be distributed to each region using 50 percent of the Food Stamp Employment and
Training percentage and 50 percent of the TANF caseload percentage.
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Although the State of Florida strives to maximize resources, AWI does not
believe the state workforce system has sufficient resources to accomplish its mission. As
evidence, they note that all eligible individuals are not being reached. Similarly, state
board members believe that local workforce boards lack sufficient resources to
accomplish their missions. State board members would like to adjust the formulas for
distribution of youth funds to reflect more current demographic information. Board
members note that the Census data used to determine the youth allocation can be a
decade or more old, and reliance on it penalizes high growth states such as Florida.
Board members note that, in some regions, training funds have been limited by the
universal service provision of WIA. Officials at AWI note that it is a strain to provide
enough training. In addition, Pell Grant issues need to be resolved to allow for effective
spending for training. The problem concerning Pell Grants is mainly a sequencing
concern: WIA says that Pell Grants must be used first, while Pell regulations say that
WIA funds must be used first. The state board has currently told local boards to use both
Pell and WIA at the same time to circumvent the inconsistency.

Wagner-Peyser Act funds cover unassisted core services as well as staff-assisted
services because it is the most flexible of the available funding streams. As technology
rapidly changes, meeting the cost of being up to date has created further fiscal pressures.
The desire to make One-Stop Career Centers look modern has also led to higher costs,
which have placed further strain on financing training.

Florida has developed a new de-obligation/reallocation policy to give the state
more flexibility to shift funds to meet needs across the state. In particular, Florida now
de-obligates funds twice per year from areas that are under-spending to ensure that funds
are available where they are needed and being spent. Florida recently de-obligated
Welfare-to-Work funds from regions that were under-spending and reallocated these
funds to regions that had spent all of their Welfare-to-Work training dollars. As noted
above, the state policy is not always consistent with federal policy, and the state has
sought a waiver to institutionalize the process.

Many Florida businesses, workers, and communities were adversely affected by
the events of 9/11. The challenge that faced Florida’s workforce system was to provide
supportive services to affected business owners and workers. Florida employed six main
strategies to respond to the events of 9/11 and to serve as a model for the state’s response
to other economic events:

e Identify Florida’s industries, companies, and workforce regions that are most
likely to feel the impact;

e Assist local boards in significantly affected areas in responding to economic
events;

e Conduct targeted marketing campaigns for workforce services available in
significantly affected areas;
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¢ Identify additional federal and state resources to provide workforce services in
affected communities;

e Provide locally led reemployment and emergency assistance teams to service
affected business and workers; and

e Assist former TANF recipients who have been laid off and remain eligible for
welfare transition services.

Florida’s WIA allocation methods have had unanticipated effects. As of July 1,
2002, the state board only was assured of one quarter’s funding in July and did not know
what the allocation for the remaining three quarters would be. This occurred because
U.S. DOL was operating under a continuing resolution. According to state board
members, the allocation of only 25 percent of anticipated annual funding for PY 2002
funds made it extremely difficult to operate under current obligation policies or to
successfully budget for the upcoming year.

Section V. One-Stop Career Center Organization and Operations
A. Overview

Local workforce boards designate the operators of local One-Stop Career Centers;
these centers must meet basic minimum requirements set by the state board. Florida has
not developed a model One-Stop Career Center design. There is considerable local
flexibility in this regard. WFI holds the local boards accountable, but WFI sets goals and
grants local areas flexibility on how to meet the goals; when local areas fail to achieve
their goals, the state board intervenes. For example, when one local board consistently
performed poorly, the state had the director of another local program take a leave of
absence and straighten out the wayward board.

Whether or not One-Stop Career Centers should be branded statewide is a
contentious issue in Florida. The state board recently pursued the possibility of branding
and hired a consultant. Local boards argue that it might have been possible to establish a
state brand when the One-Stop Career Centers first opened, but they assert that they have
invested heavily in establishing their own brand identity. In the face of heated opposition
from local boards, the state board has backed off for now in its efforts to brand local One-
Stop Career Centers, but the issue is likely to resurface as a source of local/state friction.

The Workforce Innovation Act of 2000 requires the state board to incorporate a
workforce marketing plan into its strategic plan. The workforce marketing plan must
outline how the state will educate individuals inside and outside the state about the
employment market and employment conditions within the state. This marketing plan
must include strategies to: (1) distribute information to secondary and postsecondary
education institutions about the diversity of business in the state, specific clusters of
businesses or business sectors in the state, and occupations by industry which are in
demand by employers in the state; (2) distribute information about and promote use of the

37



Internet-based job matching and labor market information system; and (3) coordinate
with Enterprise Florida, Inc., to ensure that workforce marketing efforts complement the
economic development marketing efforts of the state.

In Florida there are a range of designations for One-Stop Career Centers,
including full service centers, business services centers, more professionally tailored
partial service One-Stop Career Centers in retail districts, and kiosks in malls, public
housing complexes, and community colleges. These One-Stop Career Center models in
Florida are derived from a combination of federal requirements, local innovations, best
practices, and adaptations of models from other local areas. Florida does not require that
multiple “full service” One-Stop Career Centers serve each local workforce region,
although nearly all of Florida’s 67 counties have at least one full-service One-Stop Career
Center. The state board monitors local boards’ five-year workforce investment plans as
part of state compliance monitoring visits.

The state board does not generally approve local boards to provide services
directly. To date, only two local boards have been approved as direct service providers.
This occurred because the service providers terminated their contracts midway through
the program year. Both regions are in rural areas where there are few service providers
available. Neither region will provide services during the upcoming program year.

One of the most innovative features of One-Stop Career Center design and
operation in Florida is the large number of co-located services operated under local board
control. In particular, by combining the funding sources of WIA and TANF training as
well as Wagner-Peyser Act funds for labor exchange, Food Stamp Employment and
Training, and Veterans’ Employment and Training, and giving control of those combined
funds to the local One-Stop Career Centers, many local centers have achieved a high
level of service integration.

B. Employer and Business Engagement

The Florida state board encourages business engagement with the workforce
system as envisioned in WIA. The state has included substantial business representation
on both the state and local boards. Additionally, employers who utilize the public
employment system are surveyed through the customer satisfaction survey to determine if
the workforce system is meeting their needs. AWI also conducted a special employers
survey to determine the level of familiarity that employers have with the workforce
system. This survey sought to find out who knew about the One-Stop delivery system,
and who was or was not using the system and why. The state also promotes programs
that train incumbent workers for upgraded positions with their current employer (see
nearby box). In the near future, performance reporting on employer services will be
available through the One-Stop Management Information System (OSMIS).

Employers and the business sector are actively engaged in the state board and

make important contributions to the workforce system and policy and funding decision
making. These members are selected for their leadership and standing in the community,
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and they bring these qualities to the table. In many areas, the boards’ committees are the
driving forces on the board and in the community. They can be critical for support of
legislation and other issues of importance to the workforce community.

Incumbent Worker Training Program

The business focus of Florida’s workforce development system is exemplified in
the state funded Incumbent Worker Training Program. Florida businesses can apply for
grant funding to fund customized continuing education and training for employees. Funds
can be used to provide direct training costs, instructors’ wages, curriculum development,
and resource materials associated with training but cannot be used to pay for trainees’
wages or training equipment. WFI administers the program, which is designed to
“effectively retain and keep businesses competitive through upgrade skills training for
existing full-time employees."

The Florida legislature created the incumbent worker training program in 1999 and
funded the initiative at $633,243. The Florida Chamber of Commerce strongly supported
the program. In response to high demand from employers, WFI supplemented funding by
$1 million. In the first year of the program, 46 projects in 22 counties received grants of
$974,000 that were used to train approximately 3,500 workers and create over 600 new
jobs. The Workforce Innovation Act of 2000 increased annual funding to $2 million
dollars.

Florida businesses applying for an incumbent worker training grant must meet
several requirements. The business must have been operating in Florida for at least one
year, have at least one full-time employee, demonstrate financial viability, and be current
on all state tax obligations. The law established that funding priority be extended to
businesses with 25 or fewer employees, businesses located in a distressed rural area, urban
inner-city area, or Enterprise Zone, businesses in qualified target industries, businesses
whose grant proposals represent a significant layoff avoidance strategy, and businesses
whose grant proposals would significantly upgrade employee skills.

Through the Incumbent Worker Training Program, Florida has funded customized
training for over 14,000 employees working at over 240 businesses throughout the state.
The program is structured to maximize employer flexibility to best meet a business’s
training objectives. The program allows businesses to use public, private, or its own in-
house training provider (it is not necessary that the training provider be on the statewide
training provider list). Funds are transmitted through grant agreements negotiated between
the business and WFI. Approved training expenses are reimbursed each month.

(Sources: Workforce Innovation Act of 2000, Title XXXI, Chapter 445.003 (3a-3h);
www.workforceflorida.com/wages/wfi/employers/iwt/html; Workforce Florida Strategic
Plan, 2002-2005)

Florida has been aggressive in providing employer services. Three specific
employer programs that have benefited the business sector and the Florida economy
include the Quick Response Training program (see box below), which is funded by state
general revenue for high wage, new hire training needs; the state Incumbent Worker
Training program; and RWB employed worker training activities. Although the Private
Industry Councils under JTPA also had business involvement, the spirit of the Workforce
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Innovation Act of 2000 and WIA establish the priority emphasis and are reminders of the
importance of integrating economic development and workforce development.

Quick Response Training Program

The Quick Response Training Program, established in 1993, provides grant
funding for customized training for new or expanding businesses in Florida. Florida uses
the customer driven program to attract new industries to the state. Since 1993, the Quick
Response Training program has provided more than 57,000 new jobs through over 200
projects. Annually, businesses typically request three times as much funding as the
legislature appropriates each year for the program. The program is performance based;
to receive reimbursement for training funds a company must first create a new job and
hire and train a new employee. The program is designed to be flexible and customer-
driven; training can be provided through various educational providers or on-site at the
business’s plant. Acceptable instructors include professional educators, industry
professionals, or company in-house staff. The Quick Response Training program tells
businesses who apply for funding whether they qualify within three to five days.

Florida businesses must meet several program requirements to receive funding:
businesses must produce an exportable good or service; must create new, full-time, high-
quality jobs; and must need customized, entry-level skills training not otherwise
available at the local level. Funding priority is given to certain businesses, including
businesses:

e Creating high skill/high wage jobs;

In qualified targeted industries;

Providing jobs located in a distressed urban inner city area or rural area;
Providing jobs located in an Enterprise Zone or Brownfield Area;

Whose grant proposals display the greatest potential economic impact; and
That contribute in-kind and cash matches.

Businesses can utilize Quick Response Training Funds to pay for instructors’ or
trainers’ salaries, to develop curriculum, to provide textbooks and manuals, and/or to
pay for materials and supplies.

(Source: www.floridajobs.org/PDG/quickquestions/fetpip/whatis.html)

One-Stop Career Centers throughout the state provide services to business, but the
exact services and level of service varies among One-Stop Career Centers. Each center
selects a targeted industry(ies) or business to serve and works with the appropriate
business consultant to make sure its services will help businesses find employees with the
skills they need. The business consultants are regional assets, employees of the regional
board rather than an individual One-Stop Career Center. Efforts to market potential
employees to businesses have been bolstered by state efforts to engage business by
offering welfare credits and tax credits. Florida promotes the Work Opportunity Tax
Credit (WOTC) and other programs that offer employer tax incentives and training
opportunities as part of the One-Stop delivery system services available to business.
Some local areas have dedicated business service centers that serve as a human resource
office for local business, while others reach business through board membership, local
chambers, and events such as job fairs to assist business in meeting their workforce
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needs. The business services provided by one local area particularly focused on
providing workforce services, Jacksonville, are described in the box below.

Business Services in Jacksonville Region

The First Coast Workforce Development Board and its staff take responsibility for
marketing its services to businesses. The regional workforce board has hired business
consultants to perform marketing outreach. The board is beginning to segment its business
customers to better target its services. Its business level is the most basic level of service.
Businesses do not need to pay for these services, which include listing any job in the One-Stop
Career Center network for 30 days, helping with the wording of job announcements, and
providing labor market information. The next level of service is the key account level, which
board members described as the bread and butter accounts. For key account businesses,
centers are responsible for screening candidates and actively sending potential employees to
interviews with employers. Finally, the most intensive level of services is the premier account
level, which is only granted to employers in an industry the board has targeted because it is a
high demand/high wage industry. A specific business consultant serves each of these select
businesses. Typically, at any given time ten or fewer employers receive key account or
premier account services.

The board, rather than the One-Stop Career Center, manages business services and
maintains a discrete business service center where most interactions with premier accounts take
place. Occasionally, employers will reserve an interviewing room at the One-Stop Career
Center site. According to one local One-Stop Career Center operator, small and medium sized
businesses tend to turn to One-Stop Career Centers more frequently than do large firms.

While state direction is provided in the development and provision of business
services in the One-Stop Career Centers, the ultimate design is always local. Each local
area has its own plan for marketing and/or reaching its business community. Some local
areas buy ads in the papers, while others buy airtime on local radio and television
stations. Others rely on reputation, word of mouth, and referral from partners. Who pays
for these services and how they are financed varies from region to region.

Wagner-Peyser Act funded staff is located in the One-Stop Career Centers and
provide staff-assisted job referrals and other core services. The most typical point of
contact between business and the One-Stop Career Centers is in the acceptance of job
orders and the referral of qualified job applicants. Employer surveys reveal that only a
small percentage of businesses use the One-Stop delivery system. However, the
employer customer satisfaction results indicate that the majority of the employers that use
the One-Stop delivery system are pleased with the services provided.

WFT has focused its efforts to diversify and upgrade the state’s economy by
responding to the workforce needs of the state’s targeted industry sectors. These sectors
have been identified by the state’s economic development partnership, Enterprise Florida,
Inc. The High Skills/High Wages Council was charged to implement specific training
demonstration projects on information technology, initially and thereafter, for targeted
industries in general, with excellent results. Many workers who have participated in
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these statewide training initiatives have earned industry-recognized and validated
certifications; further contributing to the overall skills of the Florida workforce. For
example, last year through the Florida Plastics Learning Consortium, over 33 companies
and 300+ workers received training and industry-recognized certifications in plastics
extrusion molding. This training was accomplished statewide and enabled through
satellite-based modalities. The Florida pilot program received a national award with high
accolades from the plastics industry. The Better Jobs/Better Wages Council also has used
its career advancement and retention training initiatives to enable persons in welfare

transition or the working/needy poor to attain credentials and skills to progress up career
ladders.

Florida measures the satisfaction of individual firms and the business community
by administering customer satisfaction surveys more detailed than those required by AWI
and soliciting other feedback from business. According to WFI members, WIA has
fostered business engagement with public workforce services. WIA provides
opportunities such as incumbent worker training, which business could not utilize under
previous workforce programs (JTPA).

C. Operational Issues

In Florida, labor exchange activities are completely integrated in the One-Stop
Career Centers. In most instances, WIA core services are provided with Wagner-Peyser
Act funds. The Employment Service workers who provide these services work for AWI,
the state agency responsible for administration of WIA. The local boards sometimes
supplement the AWI staff with staff of a private contractor to perform labor exchange
services in the One-Stop Career Centers.

One-Stop Career Centers view the influx of private labor exchange services,
particularly Internet-based providers, as additional resources to offer to participants. The
state board has not negotiated a formal partnership with Monster.com or with America’s
Job Bank. According to board members, many of the job listings downloaded from
America’s Job Bank are outdated, so Florida is no longer using that resource very much.

Unemployment Insurance staff is not present at the One-Stop Career Centers.
Like many other states, Florida uses telephone claim centers for unemployed individuals
to file new and continuing claims. AWI staff at the One-Stop Career Centers conducts
employment eligibility reviews, meant to identify claimants who will likely exhaust their
Ul resources and may benefit from services. The role of the One-Stop Career Center for
UI claimants is to provide job search assistance and training if appropriate. AWI staff
believes that the introduction of UI claim centers has improved accessibility to applicants
for filing claims because claims can now be filed by phone or online. The majority of
reemployment services are accessed through One-Stop Career Centers. Less directly, the
move to claims centers has allowed Wagner-Peyser Act staff to serve participants who
want to find jobs rather than police individuals who do not. As a result, morale has
improved, and the employment service system has received a “new life” of sorts.
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One-Stop Career Center staff can identify Ul claimants using self-directed core
services. These participants are registered into the Online Data Entry and Display
System and can be tracked. If UI claimants go on to receive WIA funded services, they
are entered into the State Management Information System. A new system which
combines registration for these and other workforce programs was being developed when
field research for this report was completed.

D. One-Stop Career Center Contracting and Cost Sharing

Most One-Stop Career Center operator contracts are multiple-year contracts with
an option to renew. All the contracts are performance based. The percentage of
contingent funding varies, but is 15 percent or more in most regions. Local boards have
used competitive contracting rather than grandfathering past operators. Turnover varies
among regions, but where turnover exists it is usually associated with performance and/or
cost concerns. The ease/difficulty of these transitions has varied significantly. Turnover
was high initially, then settled down, and is on the rise again as certain operators are not
meeting performance standards.

One-Stop Career Center operators contract extensively with third party entities,
including nonprofit, faith-based, and community-based organizations. These contractors
are typically national organizations, such as the YMCA or the Salvation Army. Local
faith-based organizations have also won grants, but state board members worry that some
of these organizations do not have the technical expertise or knowledge to meet all the
requirements associated with receiving government aid.

U.S. DOL awarded a grant to WFI, AWI, and Broward County to connect faith-
based and grassroots community organizations to the One-Stop delivery system.”'
Florida received a state-level $1,046,316 grant award. U.S. DOL also awarded a
$500,000 grant to the United Way of Brevard County located in Cocoa and a $24,860
award to the Dominican American National Foundation of Miami.** In addition, WFI
and AWI “have established a new web-accessible Information Clearinghouse/Gateway
designed to improve communications and collaboration among the workforce services
community, Community-Based Organizations and Faith-Based Organizations."> WFI
staff designed the site, drawing upon input from the Florida Catholic Conference and the
Florida Coalition for the Homeless. The gateway can be accessed through WFI’s website
at www.workforceflorida.com. Governor Jeb Bush announced the new partnership
between Florida’s workforce system and faith-based organizations, saying, “There is a
tremendous energy and commitment in grassroots and faith-based organizations that
allows them to be a driving force for improving our social fabric. We are going to enlist
their help in a critical partnership between all levels of government and those grassroots
and faith-based organizations who live in the hearts of their neighborhoods."**

Turnover and the subsequent transition of third-party contractors lead to some

extra work for local boards, particularly the process of retraining staff. In addition, it is
often difficult to maintain continuity in financial and reporting issues.
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Administrative and service-related cost allocation at the One-Stop Career Centers
is locally negotiated, but the state of Florida has recently contracted with a national firm
to develop best practices and conduct cost allocation training. How costs are shared for
operating the building and utilities for the One-Stop Career Centers varies by local board.
Generally, costs are allocated according to direct labor charges or by the number of full
time equivalent employees working for each program. Local boards generally allocate
costs for workshops that potentially serve clients participating in programs under various
funding streams differently, but many attempt to charge according to participation where
this is feasible. Local boards decide how to allocate resources between core, intensive,
and training services. Changes in cost sharing structures have definitely made service
delivery and coordination more cumbersome than with pre-WIA structures because costs
must now be allocated among three different WIA funding steams as well as the funding
streams of other partners.

Section VI. Services and Participation
A. Individual Services

The most common services participants request are labor exchange services and
training. The majority of participants served are from low-income families with children
and other low-wage groups. In addition, WIA services are available for
professional/managerial employees, though this varies by region. WFI has required each
local board to delineate in its local Five-Year Workforce Investment Plan methods for
upgrading the skills of existing workers in its region.

Local boards decide which means and tools One-Stop Career Center staff use for
assessing client needs. There is an assessment component of OSMIS, but local boards
decide which test to administer. One-Stop Career Centers provide staff-assisted
counseling and referral to training as an integral part of the case management process.
Local boards and One-Stop Career Center operators market One-Stop employment and
training services using a variety of media advertising and through relationships with
partner agencies and service providers.

For the past two years One-Stop Career Centers have targeted older workers as
part of the Governor’s “Profit with Experience” initiative. Local areas sometimes decide
to target other specific groups. The groups targeted vary considerably, and they are
identified in local five-year workforce investment plans.

The biggest barrier to enrollment in training services that AWI reported was a
lack of training dollars and funding for support services.

B. Participation

In certain regions, WIA’s sequencing of service provisions has led the local
boards to make some individuals “jump through hoops” to get the services they need; this
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problem has been more severe when training dollars were running short. At least
initially, WIA’s sequencing of services has encouraged more of a "work first" approach
to service delivery in Florida, though local board members noted that recent guidance
from U.S. DOL has seemed less "work first" focused than the boards’ early
interpretations of WIA.

Local boards and One-Stop Career Centers have, to a great extent, concentrated
their efforts on higher level skills development and education. Where allowable, many
One-Stop Career Centers provide services to employed workers to support job retention
and advancement. All of the local boards provide supportive services, such as child care
and transportation, to help individuals obtain or retain employment. However, the mix
and decision to provide those services remains a local one. Some of these services are
provided through TANF funding.

The economic slowdown has affected the demand for One-Stop Career Center
services. In particular, One-Stop Career Centers have provided an increased amount of
services to dislocated workers. Based on AWI’s review of performance outcomes, the
guiding principles and provisions of WIA have contributed to better employment
outcomes.

Section VII. Market Mechanisms: Their Use and Effects
A. Labor Market Information

Florida's labor market information (LMI) system supports WIA through
specialized products and services. These products include localized publications,
including Florida Occupational Highlights by Workforce Region, Labor Market Reviews
(Supply/Demand) by Workforce Region, and Business Labor Profiles by Workforce
Region. In addition, Florida LMI has developed and deployed three Internet systems: a
detailed customizable retrieval system of labor market information known as Florida
Research and Electronic Database (FRED); a job seeker oriented system that displays
current data and allows users to link occupations to potential employers, FRED Job
Seeker; and a "frequently asked questions system" known as What People are Asking that
is oriented to businesses/employers and job seekers. LMI is conducting business focus
groups to help improve and design this product for business customers.

Florida LMI prepares and delivers customized presentations to local workforce
boards at board meetings, committee meetings, and conferences/workshops throughout
Florida. Florida LMI also conducts One-Stop Career Center labor market information
training utilizing case studies on a regular basis. These sessions emphasize the
application and integration of labor market information publications and Internet
resources available to One-Stop Career Centers.

Florida LMI has assisted the local boards in identifying the optimal site location

for One-Stop Career Centers. This service consisted of mapping existing customers, both
businesses and job seekers, in order to determine whether the current offices were in the
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most convenient locations based on the demand for services. Florida LMI has also
initiated a survey program for local workforce boards that covers many aspects of survey
research. Florida LMI can determine the necessary sample size, draw a statistically valid
sample, and/or provide local boards with mailing lists. In addition, Florida LMI has
started conducting vacancy surveys for local boards to determine the occupations that are
“hard to fill” or have “high turnover.” These surveys assist the boards in determining
what occupations are in demand by the business community and what occupations to
target for training programs.

Florida LMI is also starting a new survey that will supplement its existing
occupational data on compensation by adding benefit data. This information will enable
job seekers and businesses/employers to have a more complete picture of total
compensation packages in the local area. While several local boards and One-Stop
Career Center staff members we interviewed believe that the state’s labor market
information products do not meet their needs, staff at AWI are very excited about
Florida’s labor market information efforts. Florida LMI staff believes that the
dissatisfaction of some local boards results from a misunderstanding of what labor market
information is and the types of data that can be produced.

B. Individual Training Accounts and Provider Certification

ITAs are required to be used for most training, regardless of the aptitude and
qualifications of the participants. Local boards have the option of setting dollar limits on
the amounts of ITAs, and the service providers used must appear on the State Eligible
Training Provider list. In addition, local boards are required to train for high wages/high
demand positions. In Florida, selection of a training provider is almost always a guided
choice rather than a pure voucher.

ITAs have been used extensively in Florida. At least 50 percent of local service
expenditures were provided through ITAs. Customized training and on-the-job-training
are not counted in the denominator or numerator of this calculation. One problem with
measuring the performance of providers for the ITAs is that performance is tracked by
individual program rather than for the provider as a whole. Because there are often few
participants in a particular program, it is difficult to obtain reliable information about the
performance of the providers. Local board members also indicated that funding ITAs on
a year to year basis makes it difficult to provide continuous service to clients. Local
board members would like to be able to obligate funds for ITAs in upcoming years as a
type of escrow account to ease this difficulty.

Retention Incentive Training Accounts (RITAs) are available so former welfare
recipients can access up to $5,000 to pay for additional training while they work. Board
members acknowledged that recruiting working, low-income mothers can be difficult
even with strong incentives for training since they are already overwhelmed with
responsibilities.
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As part of the provider certification process, providers are added to local lists
under locally developed procedures. The state list is a compilation of the local lists.
There are three criteria that providers must meet to be added to the state list: (1) the
training must be for a high demand job, (2) the provider must be licensed, (3) the
provider must provide follow-up data to FETPIP. This program is described in more
detail in the following paragraph. An individual can access the eligible training provider
list on the web at http://ften.labormarketinfo.com/. Information on WIA approved
training providers and performance is available at this site. One of the key challenges in
using these provider certification procedures has been that the performance data are not
available soon enough to be useful.

The Florida Department of Education administers FETPIP. This automated
system collects, maintains, and disseminates placement and follow-up information on
individuals receiving education, training, or services from participating agencies and
organizations. This process is known as "record linkage” because data on individuals is
matched across organizations to paint a full picture of the individual’s educational and
workforce outcomes. Since FETPIP was established 1988, the program has helped to
encourage program accountability in Florida. FETPIP collects information on the
educational histories, placement and employment, military enlistments, and other
measures of success of former participants in Florida's educational and workforce
development programs. According to the WFI website, “FETPIP provides aggregated
outcomes in an accurate, timely, and cost effective manner.">

In Florida, the use of ITAs and minimum standards for service providers has not
affected the mix of service providers in the state. Community and technical colleges
have been included on the State Eligible Training Provider List, and because the
community and technical colleges were already reporting data through FETPIP, the new
reporting standards have not proved additionally burdensome or acted as a disincentive.

C. Performance Standards and Incentives

Florida has been a leader in going beyond the performance management required
by federal programs. The state has developed its own measures and standards to fill in
what it perceives to be deficiencies in the federal systems. Consequently, Florida has
many more performance measures than most states.

As in many other areas, the legislature has been a major factor in the development
of the performance management system. Legislation enacted in 1996 required the state to
develop a three-tier performance management system to cover all job training, placement,
career education, and other workforce programs: agency-specific measures for the bottom
tier, program-specific measures for the second tier, and statewide performance measures
for Tier 1. Tier 3 measures include process/output measures including those measures
mandated by federal programs. Examples of Tier 3 measures include caseloads for
specific programs and WIA performance measures for the state and local boards. Tier 2
measures are grouped according to program and/or targeted populations and provide
measures uniquely relevant to the particular group. Examples include continued
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education status for youth programs and reduction in public assistance dependency for
TANF recipients and other low-income individuals. Tier 1 measures are broad economic
measures universally applicable to almost all workforce-related programs, such as
entered employment, job retention, and earnings. Tier 1 measures provide a system of
measures for evaluating the success of workforce services. The enactment of WIA in
1998 added additional performance requirements for a number of workforce development
programs.

Although the 1996 state legislation and the 1998 federal WIA legislation led to
the establishment of a large number of performance measures, these measures did not
provide performance feedback in a timely manner. Most importantly, it takes at least six
months in Florida to obtain the UI wage record data that is used for many of the WIA
measures. Consequently, the state has developed various short term reports using
administrative data to monitor outcomes and performance while awaiting UI data. These
measures, including the AWI monthly management report and particularly the “Red and
Green Indicator Matrix,” are used extensively by state and local boards in an attempt to
gauge “system” performance. (See example Red and Green Report at
www.workforceflorida.com/wages/wft./news/rgr.html.)

The Red and Green Report was developed by the state with input from two
working groups representing state and local agencies, regional boards, and other
interested parties. The report derives its name from the fact that for each measure used,
regions that score in the upper quarter are marked in green, and those in the bottom
quarter are marked in red. Regions in the middle half are in white. The report enables
the state officials and others to identify regions that are consistently high or low
performers in that quarter. The report currently has 17 measures, and it captures
performance for TANF participants (three measures), WIA adults (three), WIA dislocated
workers (two), WIA youth (two), Wagner-Peyser Act (four), unemployment
compensation (one), and customer satisfaction for participants and employers (three).
Customer satisfaction is measured through employer and WIA participant surveys.

The addition of state-level performance standards under WIA has increased local
boards’ awareness of their performance requirements; local boards often competitively
compare their performance with that of other boards. The local boards are also
knowledgeable of the requirement to meet or exceed standards.

WIA no longer requires local-level performance adjustments, and Florida does
not employ regression models or adjustments to performance standards. Some
adjustments are made based on local conditions, such as regional wage rates (adjusted to
the Florida Price Level Index), but these are negotiated individually with the boards.

Negotiation between Florida and U.S. DOL on performance standards has been
limited. Rather than negotiate, U.S. DOL has come to the state with standards that are
essentially nonnegotiable. The state has established performance standards among its
local boards each year between AWI and WFI leadership. Using baseline data and
federal and state performance standards, AWI management staff meets annually with
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WFT staff to discuss performance standards for the state. AWI staff then meets with local
boards to negotiate local WIA standards. (Under JTPA, regression analysis was used to
determine JTPA standards with little negotiation with local Private Industry Councils.)

Florida interprets the WIA statute as specifying that states should first negotiate
standards with their local boards and use those negotiated standards as the basis for
negotiation between the state and the federal government. This is contrary to what has
occurred in Florida in the past (and other states as well), but the state is hopeful that
implementing a “bottom up” negotiation of performance standards starting with the local
boards will lead U.S. DOL to be more inclined to negotiate reasonable standards.

Florida uses incentive funds to enhance local programs and to increase services to
participants. Incentive funds are distributed according to funding streams/programs
earning incentive dollars. AWI, in coordination with WFI, has developed a formula for
allocating incentive funds for TANF, WIA, and Wagner-Peyser Act programs. Under the
formula for TANF funds, each local board receives a base allocation which represents the
amount each local board would receive in the theoretical scenario where all performance
was equal. In calculating this theoretical base allocation, one-half of the funds available
for performance base incentives are distributed to the local boards based on their relative
share of the statewide TANF cases served in the fiscal year. The remaining half is
distributed to the local boards based on equal shares of the statewide allocation.

Of the funds set aside for incentives, half are awarded to local boards that meet or
exceed their negotiated goal for a particular measure. Award amounts are determined
according to base allocations, considering each measure separately, with each measure
allocated an equal share of available funds. The remaining half of TANF incentive funds
is awarded as a bonus to those regions whose performance is in the top quartile, and is
distributed in equal amounts without regard to caseload or relative share of federal
appropriation. The top quartile consists of the six boards with the highest performance
on an individual measure. AWI staff believes that local boards and service providers are
aware of incentive policies and the rewards they can accrue.

For WIA incentive funds, the base allocations per eligible local board consist of
two parts: one-half of the performance funds are distributed to the local boards based on
their relative share of the WIA Title I allocation, while the remaining half is distributed to
the local boards based on equal shares of the federal allocation. The rest of the incentive
calculation/distribution process is the same as the TANF funds process explained above.
Similarly, the method for establishing the base allocation and final incentive distribution
for Wagner-Peyser Act funds follows the formulas detailed earlier.

Section VIII. Information Technologies in the One-Stop Career Centers
Florida is not planning to use the U.S. DOL management information system.

Instead, Florida is developing the web-based OSMIS. The new system will integrate all
workforce programs, both financial and program data, including employer services, under

49



one application. OSMIS will be a single system for eligibility determination and
workforce programs.

Currently, the degree to which One-Stop Career Centers capture and track
information for persons using self-directed services varies by local area. It is possible to
track when clients receive employment services; however, local One-Stop Career Centers
do not track users of unassisted labor market information and job search software.
Florida only uses swipe cards for TANF services. The state is piloting the use of
electronic fund transfers for unemployment compensation. State law encourages the
development of a joint electronic benefit transfer for TANF and unemployment
compensation.

While Florida uses distance learning and video conferencing for staff training and
other meetings, One-Stop Career Centers do not systematically offer customers distance
learning, but do allow use of One-Stop Career Centers to access distance learning.
However, the statewide eligible training provider list will soon have the University of
Phoenix’s distance programs. Similarly, there is little or no telecommuting for One-Stop
Career Center services. However, many One-Stop Career Center services, including
access to labor market information, are available on the web. As noted carlier, the
Florida Plastics Learning Consortium project, funded through the Incumbent Worker
Training program, utilized satellite-based training modalities to deliver skills upgrade
training to workers in the plastics industry.

Individuals who are not computer literate are offered a variety of other media for
receiving services. Many One-Stop Career Centers post job boards and provide other
“low-tech” means for providing customer services. AWI staff also noted that using
computers with assistance from One-Stop Career Center staff helps some customers gain
valuable skills.

Kiosks are used in some communities to reach target areas and populations. WFI
awarded state demonstration funds to the Florida Space Research Industry to develop an
online training modality to upgrade skills in Florida’s space industry. The primary mode
of providing initial and continuing professional education to the workforce service
delivery staff and policymakers is through online courses developed and offered by
Dynamic Works Institute (formerly Learninglink) which has been designated and
provided start-up funding to serve as the state’s workforce training institute.

Section IX. Summary Observations and Reauthorization Issues of Special Concern

WFI members believe that WIA has definitely influenced states and localities to
become more systemic and “big picture” oriented in their thinking about workforce
development. Under WIA, they believe that anything that helps people get to work, stay
at work, and succeed at work is part of “workforce.” WIA has also helped strengthen
economic development linkages. AWI staff believes that the 1996 Workforce Florida
Act and WIA legislation have three themes that have led to a more systemic focus: (1)
workforce reengineering, (2) welfare reform, and (3) economic development
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reengineering. While Florida formed local boards in 1996 under the Workforce Florida
Act, proposed changes to national workforce development legislation stimulated the
legislature to consider changes to the Florida system. A critical mass of representatives
in the Florida legislature saw the possibilities in linking economic development,
workforce development, and welfare.

State board members believe that under WIA local boards have become catalysts
for local strategic planning and economic development relating to workforce issues. The
state board believes that Florida has had tremendous success in empowering the state and
local boards in prioritizing services and funding.

State board members list several prominent examples of particularly innovative
workforce development policy and service delivery: incumbent worker training,
Operation Paycheck, linkages with economic development efforts, emphasis on skills
upgrades, and requiring three "councils" on the state board and corresponding committees
for each local board. AWI staff believes that the full integration of welfare/workforce
development under one agency has helped provide seamless service. Also innovative
was adding Food Stamp Employment and Training (by contract) and the Welfare-to-
Work program. The full integration of the Employment Service and WIA has proven
instrumental in coordinating workforce development.

Some workforce development professionals we interviewed in Florida are
advocates of block grants to states. They would like to turn Perkins (vocational
education) money to workforce training and would like to develop the relationship
between Pell Grants and WIA so the two programs would not be in conflict.

Some partners have resisted forming a relationship with One-Stop Career Centers.
Vocational rehabilitation and veterans’ programs in particular have proven problematic in
the One-Stop delivery system environment because they are required to serve specific
populations and face funding restraints. State board members insist that veterans’
services belong at the One-Stop Career Centers and could work effectively if funding
silos did not create an artificial barrier. Board members are less sure if vocational
rehabilitation will ever fit the workforce culture.

In Florida, state board members believe that it is sometimes difficult to meet
statutory requirements for board membership. They report that at the state level
attendance is low and the board may be too large, and indicated that official size and
attendance may be inversely related (because members feel less of a personal stake, feel
their contribution will not be missed, etc.) AWI staff believes that the board functions
well despite its size because the executive committee membership is more limited, but
mentioned that it is challenging to keep good private sector members at the table,
particularly on large local boards.

State board members believe that currently the number of required performance

measures burdens local workforce systems. They note that Florida has tried to
standardize outcome measures, but that federal definitions and regulations have made this
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impossible. State board members would like to see federal agencies establish common
measures and definitions across programs.

State board members believe WIA can better serve the employer community by
providing quality, eligible referrals to job openings, assisting in the recruitment of new
workers, providing timely, relevant, and easy-to-access labor market information, and
providing incumbent worker training so that workers can advance within organizations.
According to board members, a key to meeting these objectives will be providing more
information and services through unobtrusive electronic access to employers and job
seekers. Board members would appreciate technical assistance on providing such
services.

According to board members, the WIA program can better serve individuals with
low skills and low income by providing ongoing opportunities for career advancement
through skill upgrades, training, and referral to new and better employment opportunities.

Finally, board members note that the strengths of WIA include the power and
authority vested in local boards. However, they also note that the benefits of statewide
programs may be diminished by WIA’s focus on decentralization and local discretion.

AWTI staff believes that the main strength of WIA is the One-Stop Career Center
concept. AWI staff also believes that local flexibility is a major strength of WIA.
However, AWI staff believes that a major drawback of WIA is that providing statewide
responses to statewide needs is difficult under the program. A weakness in Florida's
system is the turnover of service providers, which affects customer service quality and
consistency.

Despite these potential drawbacks, Florida has been highly innovative state in

developing and implementing workforce policy, and has achieved a level of true
integration in One-Stop Career Centers and focus on business customers.
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Acronyms (all refer to Florida state and local entities unless otherwise indicated)

AWI

CLM

DLES

EFI

FETPIP

OSMIS

RWB

WAGES

WFI

Agency for Workforce Innovation

Citrus, Levy, and Marion counties' regional workforce board
Department of Labor and Employment Security

Enterprise Florida, Inc.

Florida Education and Training Placement Information Program
One-Stop Management Information System

Regional Workforce Boards

Work and Gain Economic Self-Sufficiency

Workforce Florida, Inc.
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APPENDIX A

Figure 1: Map of Florida’s Workforce Development Regions

Tallahassee

Jacksanville

FLORIDA WORKFORCE
DEVELOPMENT REGIONS

1 Escarosa Regional Workforce Development Board, Inc.
2 Oklaloosa-Walton Jobs & Education Partnership, Inc.

3 Chipola Regional Workforce Planning Board

4 Gulf Coast Workforce Development Board

5 Big Bend Jobs and Education Council, Inc.

6 North Florida Workforce Development Board

7 Florida Crown Workforce Development Board

8 First Coast Workforce Development, Inc.

9 Alachua, Bradford Jobs & Education Partnership

10 Citrus Levy Marion Workforce Development Board
11 Workforce Development Board of Flagler and Volusia Counties, Inc. Tampa
12 Workforce Central Florida

13 Brevard Workforce Development Board, Inc.

14 Pinellas Workforce Development Board

15 Hillsborough County Workforce Board

16 Pasco-Hernando Jobs & Education Partnership Regional Board, Inc. Ft. Myers
17 Polk County Workforce Development Board, Inc.

18 Suncoast Workforce Development Board, Inc.

19 Heartland Workforce Investment Board, Inc.

20 Workforce Development Board of the Treasure Coast

21 Palm Beach County Workforce Development Board

22 Broward Workforce Development Board

23 Miami-Dade & Monroe County Jobs & Education Partnership

24 Southwest Florida Workforce Development Board
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APPENDIX A

Figure 2: Organizational Chart of Florida’s Workforce Development System
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APPENDIX B

Florida Workforce Development Program Matrix and Linkages

Program/Funding | One-Stop Funding Lead Loca! . . State Local
Stream Presence Sources State Administrative | Agreement | Agreement
Agency | Entity Mechanism | Mechanism

WIA Title I Adults Co-located | Federal AWI RWB USP LOP
WIA Title I
Dislocated Workers Co-located | Federal AWI RWB USP LOP
n’;g IT)“le TYouth | o jocated | Federal | AWI | RWB USP LOP
mﬁ g)“le IYouth | o jocated | Federal | AWI | RWB USP LOP
Wagner-Peyser ES Co-located | Federal | AWI RWB USP LOP
Job Corps Co-located | Federal | AWI RWB USp LOP
TANF Work Co-located | Federal AWI RWB USP/TANF | LOP
Program
TAA/NAFTA TAA | Co-located | Federal AWI RWB USP LOP
Veterans E&T Co-located | Federal AWI RWB USP/VET LOP
Food Stamp E&T Co-located | Federal | AWI RWB USP LOP
WtW Formula Co-located | Federal AWI RWB USP/WtW LOP
Corrections Access State DOC Mixed MOU MOU
WIA T.l tle IT Adult Access Federal/ DOE School district | NFA MOU
Education State
Perkins Vocational School district,

. Access Federal | DOE community NFA MOU
Education

college
WIA Title IV
Vocational Access Federal DOE Mixed/DOE NFA MOU
Rehabilitation
Older Americans Co-located .
Title V & Access Federal DOE Mixed NFA MOU
Youth Opportunity Co-located | Federal AWI RWB NFA C
Grants
Federal/ .

School-to-Career Access State DOE School District | NFA MOU

AWI — Agency for Workforce Innovation
DOC — Department of Corrections

DOE — Department of Education

RWB — Regional Workforce Boards

USP — Unified State Plan
NFA — Non-financial Interagency Agreement
LOP — Local Operating Plan
MOU — Memorandum of Understanding
C — Contract
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APPENDIX C

Brief Administrative Timeline of Florida’s Workforce Development
System

1984 — Florida establishes Florida’s Education and Training Placement Information
Program (FETPIP), which allows researchers to use Ul and program data to track
education and training program results.

1989 — Florida Chamber of Commerce issued a Cornerstone Report directed at reforming
the way economic development was accomplished in Florida. The report called for
establishing public/private partnerships to direct economic development toward higher
value-added industries and services.

1992 — Florida Legislature created Enterprise Florida, Inc. (EFI), a public/private
partnership between state, business, government, and education sectors dedicated to
expanding Florida economic development.

1994 — The Florida Legislature established a workforce affiliate called the Jobs and
Education Partnership responsible for evaluating and coordinating workforce
development activities and three programs: Quick Response Training, Occupational
Forecasting, and Performance Based Incentive Funding for postsecondary education.

1995 — The governor directed the Jobs and Education Partnership to take a leadership role
in redesigning the state’s workforce development system, particularly in anticipation of
possible federal block grant legislation. In addition, 20 economic development leaders
helped determine the appropriate geographic groupings of one or more counties for the
workforce development system (without breaking up vocational education service
delivery areas).

1996 —
e Governor approved 25 designated service delivery areas (there are now 24) and
24 Title III substate areas.

e  Workforce Florida Act of 1996 required the chartering of the new Regional
Workforce Investment Boards by July 1, 1996, abolished several preexisting state
boards, established three tiers of outcome measures, and limited administrative
expenditures to ten percent. Jobs and Education Partnership is designated as the
State Job Training Coordinating Council.

e The legislature enacted WAGES (Work and Gain Economic Self-Sufficiency) in
October, a program to reduce welfare dependence for AFDC/TANF recipients,
under a new state-level WAGES Board.

e Florida abolished the Department of Commerce and delegated economic
development responsibility to EFI.
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1999 — Florida opted for early implementation of WIA, primarily to take advantage of
greater flexibility in the use of federal job training dollars, specifically including
incumbent worker training.

2000 —

e The Florida legislature consolidated the funding streams of TANF, WIA, Wagner-
Peyser Act, Food Stamp Employment and Training, Welfare-to-Work, Veterans’
Employment and Training Services, and Job Corps recruitment in Senate Bill
2050.

e The state placed all Employment Service employees under the local boards’
control.

e Workforce Florida Inc. separated from EFI to serve as the policy arm of the
workforce system.

Source of Information: Workforce Florida, Inc. State of Florida Strategic Five-Year
Plan, pp. 7-9.
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Notes

! Amy MacDonald Buck was affiliated with Johns Hopkins University when this case study was prepared.
Ms. Buck is currently employed by the U.S. General Accounting Office.

* Workforce Florida Strategic Plan, 2002-2005, page 2-9.
3 Workforce Innovation Act of 2000.Title XXXI, Chapter 445.007 (7a — 7b).

* The state of Florida wrote into its state plan that it will de-obligate funds twice annually, and wishes that
federal regulations would permit this.

> The Region 8 board, however, would like to focus all of its training on incumbent workers.
8 Workforce Florida Strategic Plan, 2002-2005.
" Workforce Florida Strategic Plan, 2002-2005, page 3-1.

¥ Federal law and regulations require Wagner-Peyser Act services to be delivered by state government
employees and personnel acts may not be subrogated to local entities in accordance with 20 CFR 262.216.

? Workforce Florida Strategic Plan, 2002-2005, page 1-2.

10 partners’ Report, Workforce Florida, Inc. March 2001, page 4.

" Partners’ Report, Workforce Florida, Inc. March 2001, page 4.

12 Partners’ Report, Workforce Florida, Inc. March 2001, page 5.

" Partners’ Report, Workforce Florida, Inc. December 2001, page 1.
' Partners’ Report, Workforce Florida, Inc. December 2001, page 1.
" Interview with Regional Administrator for Region III (Atlanta).

'® U.S. DOL indicates that federal law waiver authority does not extend to Section 7(a) activities under the
Wagner-Peyser Act.

'" Operation Paycheck was a state response to the loss of tourism related jobs after September 11. Anyone
laid off after 9/11 who didn’t have skills in demand was eligible for training in their school district or at
their community college or voc tech institute. Use of state-level funds expedited credit and lowered fees at
any of these institutions.

'® The Florida Education and Training Placement Information Program (FETPIP) is administered by the
Florida Department of Education. This automated system collects, maintains, and disseminates placement
and follow-up information. Since its establishment in 1988, the scope of the program has expanded to
include quarterly as well as annual information. The data collected concern the educational histories,
placement and employment, military enlistments, and other measures of success of former participants in
Florida's educational and workforce development programs. FETPIP's method of data collection replaces
conventional survey-type techniques, and provides aggregated outcomes in an accurate, timely, and cost
effective manner. See http://www.floridajobs.org/pdg/quickquestions/fetpip/whatis.htm.

' Workforce Florida, Inc., Strategic Five Year Plan, Modification 4. page 81.

* Workforce Florida, Inc., Strategic Five Year Plan, Modification 4. page 81.
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*'Partners’ Report, Workforce Florida, Inc., Fall 2002, page 4.
2 Partners’ Report, Workforce Florida, Inc., Fall 2002, page 4.
2 Partners’ Report, Workforce Florida, Inc., Fall 2002, page 4.
2% Partners’ Report, Workforce Florida, Inc., Fall 2002, page 4.
 http://www.floridajobs.org/PDG/quickquestions/fetpip/whatis.htm.

*% The risk to the state, however, is that if the federal government fails to accept the local standards
negotiated by the state with the RWBSs, the state will be held to a higher standard than its components.
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Chapter Three
INDIANA CASE STUDY

Patricia Billen, Rockefeller Institute of Government
with Richard Nathan, Rockefeller Institute of Government

Section I. Background Information and Issues’

The state structure for administering Indiana’s One-Stop delivery system was in
place and a number of One-Stop Career Centers were operating prior to the 1998
enactment of the Workforce Investment Act (WIA). Indiana began restructuring its state
workforce agencies in the late 1980s by consolidating three agencies into the Department
of Employment and Training. The merger brought key workforce programs under one
roof, including Wagner-Peyser Act, Job Training and Partnership Act (JTPA), and
unemployment insurance (UI). This realignment was the first step to co-locating services
at the local level. In 1990, six “Workforce Indiana Centers” providing Wagner-Peyser
Act and JTPA services were piloted. The centers were the first to include Information
Resource Areas (IRAs), a state required, self-service area for job search, career
exploration, and labor market information.

In 1991 reform efforts continued with Governor Evan Bayh’s establishment by
executive order of the Department of Workforce Development (DWD), the state agency
responsible for administering WIA. The governor’s order combined the Department of
Employment and Training, Commission on Vocational and Technical Education, and
Office of Workforce Literacy into one agency.” The Human Resource Investment
Council (HRIC), Indiana’s state Workforce Investment Board (WIB), also dates back to
the early 1990s when it was legislatively created as the state advisory body for the JTPA,
Wagner-Peyser Act, Vocational Education, and Adult Basic Education programs.

When Indiana received a national One-Stop planning grant in 1995, 16 One-Stop
Career Centers with IRAs were operating. The state used the planning grant to: 1)
upgrade existing and create new centers; 2) establish electronic data connectivity between
the centers; and 3) build state and local partnerships. Twenty-seven One-Stop Career
Centers were operating in Indiana when WIA was enacted.

Indiana has had strong and consistent leadership at the state level since shortly
after it began reforming its workforce development system. Governor Frank O’Bannon,
who is often cited as a driving force behind Indiana’s system, was lieutenant governor of
Indiana from 1989 to 1997, and governor from 1997 to 2003, when he died suddenly in
office. O’Bannon’s vision of using workforce development as economic development
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had a pervasive impact on the structure and orientation of Indiana’s One-Stop delivery
system.

As lieutenant governor, O’Bannon was responsible for the Department of
Commerce, Indiana’s lead economic development agency. Upon taking office as
Governor in 1997, O’Bannon moved six officials from the Department of Commerce to
DWD, thus linking the mindsets of the two agencies. The governor’s effort to use WIA
to transform Indiana’s workforce development system into an economic development
tool is evident in the system’s priorities noted in the state’s WIA unified plan. These
priorities include:

e Development of regional economies;
e Development of the incumbent workforce; and
e Development of future and potential workers.

When Indiana began implementing WIA, unemployment and welfare dependence
were low. As noted in the box below, the recent economic downturn has since changed
the state’s economic climate. The recent increase in unemployment and loss of low-skill,
high-wage manufacturing jobs have made it difficult for Indiana officials to keep their
workforce development system focused on the incumbent workforce and meet the federal
WIA performance goals.

Indiana’s Economic Climate (1998-2002)

The recent economic downturn changed the favorable conditions for Indiana’s
implementation of WIA. The state’s unemployment rate increased from 3.1 percent in
1998 to 5.7 percent in February 2000. The state’s welfare caseload jumped from 37,298
cases in January 1998 to 50,018 in June 2002, a 34 percent increase compared to the 39
percent decline in total U.S. welfare caseload for the same period.

The recent downturn hit Indiana’s economy hard and early. Between December
1999 and September 2002, Indiana’s total employment fell by 3.5 percent while U.S.
total employment actually increased slightly by less than 1 percent. The state’s
manufacturing sector suffered a 9.5 percent decline in jobs from 1998 through 2002.
Manufacturing in the U.S. as a whole was hit slightly harder, but because Indiana’s
economy is more dominated by manufacturing (in 2001 manufacturing accounted for
approximately 22 percent of Indiana’s jobs but only about 13 percent of U.S. jobs), the
state really suffered.

Sources: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics and U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services. Administration for Children and Families

Indiana’s workforce development system has 16 service delivery areas and 12
planning regions (see Appendix A for maps of Indiana’s areas and regions). A local WIB
is responsible for WIA service delivery in each local area, and the state requires local
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boards to coordinate system planning where multiple service delivery areas share a
planning region. For example, the geographic boundaries of six WIA service delivery
areas are identical to six planning regions. In these areas, one local board is responsible
for both service delivery and system planning. The remaining ten service delivery areas
share planning regions, which means the local boards are responsible for service delivery
in their service delivery area, but must develop a joint WIA plan with the local board(s)
that share a planning region.

The local board: 1) contracts for WIA services at each One-Stop Career Center, 2)
establishes local policy, 3) allocates funds within the service delivery area for WIA
services, 4) markets One-Stop Career Center services to the community and employers,
and 5) develops the WIA local plan. Local boards, which include employers, are
responsible for oversight of the One-Stop delivery system.

HRIC, Indiana’s state WIB, is responsible for strategic oversight of the system.
HRIC advises the governor and DWD on workforce development policy. HRIC interacts
with local boards in updating the WIA state plan, establishing One-Stop Career Center
chartering criteria, and providing assistance in developing new links to business. WIA,
Vocational Education, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), and state
revenue funds provide financial support for HRIC’s core functions.

DWD administers WIA at the state level. The department’s WIA-related
responsibilities include: 1) setting state policy, 2) allocating funds to local service
delivery areas, 3) assisting local boards with program implementation, and 4) negotiating
program performance levels with the U.S. Department of Labor (U.S. DOL) and the local
boards. Additional workforce programs administered by DWD include Wagner-Peyser
Act, UI, veterans’ programs, school-to-work, Welfare-to-Work, TAA/NAFTA-TAA,
labor market information, and state-funded programs. The department also provides staff
support for the Commission on Vocational Education, the governing body for Indiana’s
vocational education programs. The commission includes members from business, labor,
and education.

DWD is a member of each local board and typically a member of the local
consortium of providers operating the One-Stop Career Centers. DWD employees
provide Wagner-Peyser Act, UI, and veterans’ services statewide. According to state
officials, DWD receives approximately 98 percent of its funding from federal sources.

Also required in the WIA system are Adult Basic Education and Literacy, and
Vocational Rehabilitation, programs that DWD does not administer.” The Department of
Education oversees Indiana’s Adult Basic Education program. The Family Social
Services Administration (FSSA) administers the Vocational Rehabilitation program.
FSSA also administers the state’s TANF program, Food Stamp program, and medical
programs for the poor (Medicaid and S-CHIP). TANTF is not a state-mandated partner in
Indiana’s WIA system and its presence on the local boards and in the One-Stop Career
Centers varies across the state.
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The Commission for Higher Education is responsible for planning and
coordinating Indiana’s state-supported system of postsecondary education. The public
system consists of five institutions offering four-year degrees and two institutions, Ivy
Tech State College and Vincennes University, offering two-year degrees. Ivy Tech State
College is a statewide, two-year technical college with 23 campuses and centers. The
college accepts customer referrals from the WIA One-Stop delivery system. Ivy Tech’s
presence on the local boards, on the local consortiums of providers operating One-Stop
Career Centers, and in the centers varies across the state and is dependent on college
officials in each region of the state developing a relationship with the local workforce
development system.

In 2000, Governor O’Bannon launched the Community College of Indiana, the
state’s community college system. The new system is a partnership between Ivy Tech
State College and Vincennes University, a public, two-year liberal arts institution. Ivy
Tech State College’s technical curriculum is coupled with Vincennes University’s liberal
arts approach to provide a broader range of courses and degree programs, and to increase
opportunities for transfer credits to four-year institutions. The system is scheduled to
open 23 sites by the end of 2006.* Local officials interviewed indicated that they were
not sure what impact the Community College of Indiana will have on the state’s
workforce development system, given Ivy Tech State College’s active involvement in
both the WIA and Community College of Indiana systems.

Indiana set minimum requirements based on federal criteria for full-service One-
Stop Career Centers, called WorkOne Centers, which include the state mandated IRA.
WIA, Wagner-Peyser Act, Ul, veterans’ employment and training, and other required
partners such as Vocational Rehabilitation and Adult Education have a presence in the
centers statewide. The presence of programs that are not required partners to the WIA
system varies across the state’s One-Stop delivery system and is dependent on local
boards working with the local counterparts for the optional programs. For example, each
local board can work with the local administrators of the FSSA Division of Family and
Children for their WIA service delivery area to arrange a TANF cash assistance and Food
Stamps presence in the area’s One-Stop Career Centers.

Centers offering fewer services are established as WorkOne Express Centers. At
a minimum, Express Centers must offer Internet access to WIA core services and have
staff on-site to assist with navigating these services.

State officials characterized the orientation of their workforce development
system as “enhanced work first.” State policy encourages immediate labor force
attachment and continued service to help the customer obtain a better job. Officials
indicated that a customer’s progression through WIA’s core and intensive services is a
condition of eligibility for training that helps to ensure that training is an appropriate
service for the individual.

There was indication at the local level that immediate labor force attachment is
emphasized to the detriment of human capital investment and that the current system
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discourages training. One local official noted that the One-Stop delivery system is driven
by the perceived “work first” orientation of the WIA State Plan and that customers need
to be taught how to manipulate the system to get training.” Local officials and WIA
service providers interviewed typically asserted that, once attached to the labor market,
customers rarely access training services. A number of providers in One-Stop Career
Centers where the WIA Title I provider is under contract with the state social services
agency to provide TANF employment services referenced the strength of the “work first”
philosophy of the TANF program. This suggests that the orientation of TANF may
influence WIA service delivery in those centers where the two programs are co-located.

As noted earlier, Indiana began integrating its workforce development programs
and services well before the 1998 enactment of WIA. As a WIA early implementation
state, Indiana submitted a five-year plan to U.S. DOL, closed down its JTPA program,
and negotiated WIA performance standards with U.S. DOL before September 1999. The
new federal program reinforced the direction the state was heading and gave credibility to
Indiana’s progress towards co-location. At the local level, WIA encouraged staff to
continue efforts to integrate services in those areas where progress was significant before
WIA. The inclusive nature of the state planning process and composition of the boards
gave programs such as Adult Education, Vocational Rehabilitation, Community Services
Block Grant, and the Commission for Higher Education an opportunity to influence the
development and administration of the One-Stop delivery system.

WIA performance requirements may have had a pervasive impact on service
delivery in some local areas. Providers are making enrollment decisions based on a
customer’s ability to help meet performance requirements. This strategy has limited
access to services for individuals with multiple barriers to employment and dislocated
workers from low-skill, high-wage jobs.

The federally required eligible training provider list may prove to limit customer
choice rather than increase it as originally intended. State officials are concerned that the
performance tracking requirements may discourage providers, especially public colleges,
from eligibility, resulting in fewer training options for customers.

State and local officials interviewed suggested that it is too early to judge WIA.
Officials have devoted much effort to date to understanding federal requirements and
building structures ensuring compliance. An official from the Indianapolis Private
Industry Council (IPIC), the local WIB for Marion County, characterized the board’s
progress and next steps as follows, “IPIC is finished building the foundation of the area’s
WIA program and is ready to build the upper floors.”
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Marion County Service Delivery Area

The Marion County service delivery area, including the city of Indianapolis, is the
most populous county in Indiana, with approximately 14 percent of the state’s population.
Marion County is part of an eight county workforce investment planning region that
includes the Circle Seven service delivery area. Circle Seven includes the following
predominately suburban counties that border Marion County: Boone, Hancock, Hamilton,
Hendricks, Johnson, Morgan, and Shelby. Although the Marion County and Circle Seven
service delivery areas receive separate WIA allocations, state policy requires that the local
WIBs for these areas develop a joint local plan for WIA services.

The Indianapolis Private Industry Council (IPIC) is an “advisor, advocate, and
agenda setter” for workforce development, whose 55-member board of directors is Marion
County’s Workforce Investment Board. IPIC was established in the early 1980s to
administer the JTPA program. Prior to the passage of WIA, IPIC began contracting out
employment and training services using a competitive process, thus removing the
organization from direct service delivery except for youth programs.

The three full-service One-Stop Career Centers in Marion County are operated by
a consortium of service providers. Consortium members include the Indiana Department
of Workforce Development (Wagner-Peyser Act, UL, TAA, NAFTA-TAA, and veterans’
employment and training programs), FSSA Office of Vocational Rehabilitation Services,
FSSA Division of Family and Children (TANF and Food Stamp programs), and Goodwill
Industries of Central Indiana, Inc. (WIA and TANF employment). FSSA is co-located in
one of the full-service One-Stop Career Centers in Marion County. The county’s two
remaining full-service centers refer customers to nearby county offices for the Division of
Family and Children to file TANF cash assistance and Food Stamp program applications.
In addition to the three full-service One-Stop Career Centers, there are three Express
Centers in Marion County offering a limited menu of employment and training services.
These Express Centers do not process Ul claims.

Section II. Leadership and Governance
A. Leadership
1. Leadership in Workforce Development in State Government

State officials described Governor O’Bannon’s policy commitment to use
workforce development as an economic development tool as the driving force behind
Indiana’s WIA program. DWD was the lead state agency in this effort. The DWD
commissioner in the O’Bannon administration, was a member of the governor’s cabinet
and his chief policy advisor for workforce development.

O’Bannon’s commitment to economic development is evident in Indiana’s WIA
system in several ways, such as developing planning regions closely aligned with
economic realities. The state requires local boards that share a planning region to plan
jointly for service delivery and submit one WIA local plan. Also, the state oriented the
system towards the incumbent workforce by requiring local boards to establish
Incumbent Worker Councils (described in Section II.B). Finally, the state increased
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funding for Advance Indiana, a series of programs that provide state and federal funds to
help employers train incumbent workers.

State-level interest in the workforce development system does not appear to have
waned despite encountering some obstacles. State officials suggested that because of the
recent economic downturn and related increase in the unemployment rate, keeping the
system focused on the incumbent worker has become difficult. Local officials echoed
this sentiment and indicated that they are devoting much of their time and effort to
“putting out fires” caused by recent layoffs.

In contrast, the legislature’s involvement in workforce development has been
limited. Indiana’s general assembly supported the state-level reforms of the past decade
and helped to identify resources for the system. State officials indicated that their
relationship with the federal government is collaborative, although they would like more
flexibility when negotiating performance rates and waiver requests. Local officials noted
their collaborative relationship with DWD officials and indicated that the state recognizes
the importance of local efforts to the success of the system as a whole.

2. Leadership in Workforce Development in Local Areas

The source of leadership at the local level varies across the state. In Marion
County, where the city of Indianapolis dominates the service delivery area, the city’s
mayor plays a prominent role in the workforce development system. As the chief elected
official and signatory for the area’s WIA grant, the mayor passes WIA funds to IPIC, the
local board, to manage the day-to-day operations of the One-Stop delivery system. The
mayor influences the system through his appointments to the local board, staff who sit on
the local board, and a liaison for workforce development who works closely with board
staff. IPIC staff characterized the local One-Stop delivery system as the “workforce
development arm of the mayor’s office.”

This contrasts with the Northeast Indiana service delivery area, where the chief
elected official for the system is elected from the area’s mayors and county
commissioners. The chief elected official does not have sole decision-making authority
and must act with the consensus of the other elected officials. Local officials indicated
that the mayors and commissioners from rural counties do not have the staff or time to
become familiar with WIA and to contribute to the development and administration of
the local One-Stop delivery system.

The leadership ability of the local boards also varies across the state. Many
officials reported that some local systems are still under the control of former JTPA
providers. We found slow progress toward a board driven system in Northeast Indiana.
Here, local elected officials retained as fiscal agent the non-profit organization that
supported the area’s JTPA private industry council and was the primary JTPA service
provider. In addition to its WIA fiscal responsibilities, the organization is a WIA Title I
and youth provider.
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Northeast Indiana Workforce Investment Board (NIWIB)

The Northeast Indiana service delivery area includes one metropolitan and
eight rural counties. Approximately ten percent of Indiana’s population resides in the
area, with Allen County, including the city of Fort Wayne, being the most populous
county with over 337,000 people. The eight rural counties (Adams, DeKalb,
Huntington, LaGrange, Noble, Steuben, Wells, and Whitley) are much smaller than
Allen County, each having approximately 27,000 to 47,000 people. Since enactment
of WIA, the unemployment rate in Northeast Indiana has almost doubled, from 2.8
percent in 1998 to 5.4 percent in 2002.

A full-service WorkOne Center or Express Center is open in each county.

The centers are operated by a consortium of providers. Consortium members include
DWD, JobWorks (WIA Title I provider), FSSA Vocational Education, and Ivy Tech
State College. The consortium has an operating agreement, joint strategic plan, and
joint business plan that guide service delivery and administration of the local area’s
One-Stop delivery system. The county office for the FSSA Division of Family and
Children has been working with the consortium to increase referrals between the
centers and the division’s programs. The local office for the Division of Family and
Children was interviewing with NIWIB for consortium membership when we
completed field research for this project.

NIWIB’s transition from JTPA, where service providers were in many cases
policy-makers for the local systems, to WIA, where the local board develops and
implements system policy and does not provide services, has been difficult. JobWorks
was very involved in the JTPA system, supporting the area’s private industry council
and providing employment and training services. Under WIA, the local board hired
new staff to support its policy-making operations and began contracting with
JobWorks to provide WIA Title I services. The area’s local elected officials retained
JobWorks as the fiscal agent for the area’s One-Stop delivery system. The process of
designing NIWIB’s administrative and service delivery systems is best described as an
ongoing struggle between the local board’s new staff and JobWorks, who are trying to
establish their roles and influence in the new system.

B. Governance and Decentralization

State officials characterized Indiana as a “home rule” state where decision making
is vested in local boards whenever possible. Indiana did not apply for a work-flex
waiver. Instead, local boards operate under the requirements of federal and state
workforce investment legislation.

Although there is a professed deference to local authority, state officials have
used several methods to influence the direction of the local workforce development
systems. The first is by enabling legislation and DWD policies that include distinctive
requirements to reinforce the administration’s priorities. Governor O’Bannon’s policy to
focus the state workforce development system on the needs of the incumbent workforce
is reinforced by the statutory requirement that local boards establish Incumbent Worker
Councils. Additionally, the administration’s stated policy of developing strong regional
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economies is furthered by requiring local boards to plan for services using workforce
planning regions reflective of economic development regions.

DWD also reinforces the governor’s priorities through allocation of the WIA 15
percent set-aside.° DWD allocates a portion of the set-aside to fund the Regional Skills
Alliance, a category of programs in the Advance Indiana initiative that awards funds to
local boards to contract for incumbent worker training programs. Since receiving WIA
funds, the state has also dedicated set-aside money to support an incentive program that
awards funds to local areas for “regional cooperation” in meeting the state’s workforce
system goals.

Finally, DWD influences the direction of the local systems through its presence
on the local boards and in the One-Stop Career Centers. Additionally, DWD is typically
a member of the local consortium of providers operating the One-Stop Career Centers,
since DWD staff provide Wagner-Peyser Act, Ul, and veterans’ services, etc., in the
centers statewide. Even with these methods at their disposal, some state officials still
expressed frustration in their inability to motivate some local boards to engage
employers, local chambers of commerce, and the economic development community in
the state’s workforce development system.

State legislation required the composition of HRIC, Indiana’s state board, to meet
WIA requirements by July 1, 2000. HRIC’s membership for 2001-2003 consisted of 51
members, including Governor O’Bannon; representatives from both houses of state
government; representatives from state agencies including DWD, FSSA, Superintendent
of Public Instruction, and the Office of Lieutenant Governor (Department of Commerce,
HUD, and other programs); four local officials (two mayors, one county commissioner,
and one city council member); 26 business representatives; eight labor representatives;
and representatives from Ivy Tech State College, Indiana University, Indiana University-
Purdue University at Indianapolis (IUPUI), and three community-based organizations.

Before passage of the 1998 act, HRIC’s responsibilities were predominately
social service-related. The state legislature charged HRIC with coordinating local
planning for welfare reform. The state board has since been charged with conducting an
inventory of the state’s investments that support families and developing a framework
that ensures connectivity among these programs. HRIC has a small staff and advises the
Governor and DWD on workforce development policy. The state board’s three operating
committees include Economic Development Partnerships, Strategic Planning, and Youth
Development.

The composition of most local boards was grandfathered and has since been
newly constituted. As noted in Section I. B., the local boards provide oversight for
service delivery. In accordance with federal requirements, the majority of a local board
must represent business, and state law requires 15 percent labor. The extent that local
chambers of commerce serve on local boards varies across the state.’

State legislation required local boards and chief elected officials to appoint an
Incumbent Worker Council (IWC) by October 2001. The council advises the local board

69



on the availability and development of incumbent worker programs. A common task for
the IWC is to survey employers for skills in demand and develop related training
programs. State law requires 33 percent of the IWC’s members be representatives from
labor and 33 percent from business, and DWD and the Department of Commerce are
guaranteed one position each on the IWC. The council’s chair must be a voting member
of the local board.

The IWCs included in this study were still in their infancy when field research
was completed. The local boards have embraced the concept of the IWCs but noted that
it is difficult to keep the workforce development system focused on the incumbent
workforce in an economic downturn when layoffs require much attention. State and local
officials suggested that more money is needed for training programs that serve the
incumbent workforce.

Officials interviewed characterized the labor representatives on the local board as
the board’s conscience whose presence creates a balance between the needs of business
and workers. Labor representatives from one local area credited their ability to influence
local board decisions to training provided by AFL-CIO to familiarize participants with
WIA requirements.

Representatives from labor, Community Services Block Grant providers, and Ivy
Tech State College credited the inclusive nature of local board membership for giving
them the opportunity to participate in the development and administration of Indiana’s
One-Stop delivery system.

Other board members noted that membership requirements had grown local
boards to twice their pre-WIA size, which hinders their ability to act nimbly and effect
change. A number of individuals noted that board members, particularly employers, are
not familiar with WIA and are ill-equipped to make informed policy decisions. They also
noted that local boards tend to get bogged down with minutia due to members who
require training on WIA requirements.

Section I1I. Workforce System Planning
A. State Strategic Planning

Indiana is a WIA early implementation state and submitted its unified state plan
before U.S. DOL released final WIA regulations. The plan spans two state agencies,
DWD and FSSA, to include the WIA, Wagner-Peyser Act, Carl Perkins, Vocational
Rehabilitation, and Welfare-to-Work programs. These programs are not fully integrated
throughout the document, rather documents for Carl Perkins, Vocational Rehabilitation,
and Welfare-to-Work are attached as appendices. State officials view the unified plan as
an evolving document, with the HRIC responsible for working with local boards to
further integrate partner programs.

The WIA components of Indiana’s unified plan were developed by a steering
committee that represented the state partners of the One-Stop delivery system and the
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state board, and workgroups that included representatives from state agencies, business,
labor, education, and others. The steering committee evolved out of a body established
by the state legislature in 1997 to identify and recommend a strategy for implementing
overlapping funding streams for workforce development activities. The committee
continued to meet regularly to oversee the implementation of WIA.

The content and structure of the unified plan is compliance-driven, although it
was clear from the interviews for this study that DWD staff have bought into the plan’s
goals, priorities, and policies. The plan is a guiding document for development of the
state’s workforce development system. DWD officials post the system’s goals and
mission along with the agency’s annual priorities and associated tasks by the elevator
doors on every floor of the state agency. Additionally, three times annually, a copy of the
agency’s goals and priorities is given to each DWD employee with updates. State
officials have updated the original unified plan to include state and federally required
performance targets through PY 2001 and state policies. ®

The unified plan does not address responses to potential economic downturns
beyond establishing criteria for local boards to determine when adult funds are limited
and the priority of services under such circumstances.” Indiana’s policy to adjust
performance requirements for local areas experiencing mass dislocations of low-skill,
high-wage jobs is not noted in the plan because the plan was published in 2000 and the
policy was published in 2001. This policy is an effort to address providers’ perception
that serving dislocated workers from low-skill, high-wage jobs would result in certain
failure to meet federal performance requirements.

B. Local Planning

DWD, the state agency responsible for the WIA local plan approval process,
provided a template for local plans to follow. It does not appear that the local plans
influenced the state’s initial unified plan, as the local plans were due to DWD the same
day the unified plan was submitted to U.S. DOL for approval. The local plans for the two
local WIBs included in this study, IPIC and the Northeast Indiana Workforce Investment
Board (NIWIB), give the reader an accurate sense of the areas’ goals, policies, and
strategies for their local One-Stop delivery systems. Similar to the state unified plan, the
local plans appear to be compliance-driven yet contain the basic principles that guide the
system.

As noted in Section I, Indiana’s workforce development system has 16 service
delivery areas and 12 planning regions. DWD officials developed the planning regions
with input from HRIC, Indiana Economic Development Council, and affected state
agencies to reflect labor market realities.'’ Chief elected officials were given the
opportunity to comment on the 12 planning regions and all ultimately submitted requests
to DWD to follow the boundaries of the 16 service delivery areas under JTPA.

The state retained the 16 JTPA areas for WIA service delivery, but required local

boards to submit WIA plans based on the 12 planning regions. Local areas that share a
planning region must plan jointly for workforce development services. State officials
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indicated that planning by economic region has forced several local boards to work
together for the first time.

For IPIC, the local board for Marion County, joint planning means working with
the local board of the seven bordering counties to develop one WIA local plan although
the two local boards receive separate allocations of WIA funds.'' IPIC officials indicated

that it is difficult to achieve one solid planning region because there is a certain amount
of turf building between the two boards. The City of Indianapolis and the seven
bordering counties are, in certain ways, vying to remain separate and distinct. The two
areas typically pursue separate agendas, although the local boards have partnered on

some initiatives.

Section IV. System Administration: Structure and Funding

A. System Overview

DWD administers the key funding streams that support Indiana’s One-Stop
delivery system. The Department allocates WIA adult, dislocated worker, and youth
funds to the chief elected official for each service delivery area who, with the area’s local
board, allocates these funds within the local area and apportions them to core, intensive,

and training services.

DWD regional
coordinators work with
local coordinators to
provide rapid response
services, including pre-
layoff and WIA core
services to workers
scheduled to lose
employment due to a
company’s downsizing
or closure.'” The
department awards a
portion of the 25 percent
set-aside from Indiana’s
dislocated worker
allocation to local
boards through two
rapid response
initiatives. These
initiatives include
emergency grants of up
to $25,000 for pre-
layoff, core, and
intensive services and
supplemental sub-state

Airline Industry Re-Careerment (AIR) Project

The AIR project was developed to assist airline
industry employees in the Indianapolis area (Marion County
and Circle Seven WIA service delivery areas) who lost their
jobs due to airline industry cutbacks following the September
11 terrorist attacks. AIR provides dislocated airline workers
skills and occupational assessment services, technical training,
financial counseling, and other services to find new jobs in the
airline or other industries. As of April 2003, 1,100 dislocated
workers had received services through the project.

Goodwill Industries of Central Indiana, Inc. is the
project operator providing services to clients and coordinating
the project’s marketing and media efforts. Other project
partners include DWD, IPIC — local grant administrator for
AIR Project funds, AFL-CIO Labor Institute for Training,
Circle Seven Workforce Service Area, Indianapolis mayor,
and The Park 100 Advancement Center — a training provider.
The project was originally funded with WIA federal and state
dislocated worker funds and has since received $3.1 million in
federal National Emergency Grant funds appropriated to assist
airline workers who lost their jobs due to the recent economic
downturn.

For more information see:
http://www.theairproject.com/index.cfm.
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allocations for additional services beyond initial services.

The Regional Skills Alliance program, administered at the state level by DWD,
awards WIA 15 percent set-aside funds to local boards on a competitive basis for
incumbent worker training. Local boards administer Regional Skills Alliance programs
that serve consortiums of employers. IPIC was awarded approximately $334,000 in
Regional Skills Alliance funds to support training for incumbent workers in the health-
care industry. The training is targeted to high-wage, high-skill positions where a shortage
of qualified applicants is expected. In addition to Regional Skills Alliance funds, IPIC
leveraged approximately $954,000 from local hospitals to support the initiative."

The local boards do not typically administer TANF-funded programs. Two
exceptions are when, in 2000, the state allocated TANF block grant funds and TANF
bonus funds to the local boards for youth programs. TANF employment services are
typically co-located in the One-Stop Career Centers when the WIA Title I provider is
under contract with the state social service agency to provide such services. TANF cash
assistance and other welfare programs are co-located in or share office space within the
same building as a One-Stop Career Center in several areas across the state. In general,
when TANF and other welfare-related services are not present in a One-Stop Career
Center, center staff refer customers to the local office of the Division of Family and
Children for services.

The workforce development programs administered by DWD at the state level are
present at One-Stop Career Centers. DWD staff provide Wagner-Peyser Act, Ul,
veterans’ and other services in the One-Stop Career Centers statewide. WIA Adult,
Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs are administered by the local boards. Also,
DWD awards Regional Skills Alliance grants to local boards. In general, services are
provided in the One-Stop Career Centers, though Regional Skills Alliance and youth
services may be provided off-site.

Several programs not administered by DWD at the state level have a presence in
the One-Stop delivery system but have their base of operations elsewhere. The Adult
Education program has a relationship with or presence in all centers, with half offering
classes on-site and the other half providing referral services. State officials noted that co-
locating adult education services can be difficult, as it jeopardizes receipt of state funds
for such services if minimum class sizes are not met. Vocational Rehabilitation’s
presence in the One-Stop Career Centers varies across the state. In most cases, a
Vocational Rehabilitation counselor is on-site several days a week. Finally, Ivy Tech
State College provides training services by referral and offers on-site registration and
classes in several centers across the state.

B. Memoranda of Understanding

Member agencies of the state-level steering committee responsible for Indiana’s
implementation of WIA entered an MOU that has expired. The purpose of the agreement
was to “...foster data sharing and coordination and accessibility of services, and
commitment to achieving regional outcomes between and among the federal and state
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agencies representing the One-Stop Partners in Indiana.” State officials did not have
plans to renew this agreement when field research for this project was completed. DWD
provided a general format for developing MOUs at the local level and required local
boards to enter an agreement with WIA partners and One-Stop Career Center operators.

The local areas included in this study have had different experiences in
developing and executing local agreements. IPIC used chartering documents for Marion
County’s One-Stop Career Centers as the basis for their agreements with operating
partners (see Section V.A. for information on Indiana’s One-Stop Career Center
chartering process). IPIC staff did not report contentious issues in developing the
agreements.

As of September 2002, NIWIB was still negotiating an “umbrella” agreement
with the area’s operating partners. In January 2001, the partners entered a two-year
agreement that the local board is not party to. This agreement outlines partner authorities
and responsibilities in operating NIWIB’s One-Stop delivery system, including general
language on blending funds. The delay in executing the umbrella agreement appears to
be a symptom of the area’s ongoing struggle to develop an operational infrastructure
given the complexities of hiring new board staff and retaining the WIA Title I provider as
the One-Stop delivery system’s fiscal agent.

In general, we did not find that delays in executing agreements between the local
board and a One-Stop Career Center operator or among the center operators resulted in a
disruption of services.

C. Education and Youth

Ivy Tech State College was part of the state’s workforce development system
prior to WIA, although its level of involvement varied across the state, as it does today
under WIA. IPIC board members reported that Ivy Tech was very involved in Marion
County’s JTPA system and worked with the private industry council to establish policy
and provide services. This has not changed with the transition to WIA. Ivy Tech
representatives in Northeast Indiana indicated that WIA opened the door for increased
involvement in the workforce development system and allowed the college to increase its
involvement in the area’s One-Stop delivery system.

As noted earlier, the Community College of Indiana, the state’s community
college system, is still in its infancy. Local officials are not certain how the system will
interact with the workforce development system given Ivy Tech State College’s role in
both the One-Stop delivery system and the Community College of Indiana. See Section
VII for a discussion of the impact of federal performance requirements and the state
eligible training provider list on the involvement of postsecondary educational
institutions in Indiana’s One-Stop delivery system.

DWD required local boards to establish WIA youth councils by October 1999.

The boards for the School-to-Work program were the primary talent pool for the
councils. The councils are largely planning and leadership groups. The Marion County
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youth council opted to take a broad look at local youth programs and is currently
developing an inventory of the area’s youth services to identify gaps. Local officials
report that youth councils are a concept that has been slow to get off the ground in a
number of areas, with employers being the hardest sector to get and keep engaged in the
councils’ efforts.

D. State and Local Workforce Investment Board Funding Issues

The key funding streams for Indiana’s One-Stop delivery system are Wagner-
Peyser Act, UI, and WIA. DWD has used the hold-harmless provision to allocate WIA
adult and youth funds to the local boards. This provision “guarantees a local area will not
receive an allocation percentage for a fiscal year that is less than 90 percent of the
average allocation percentage of the local area for the two preceding years.”"*

State and local officials indicated that Indiana’s workforce development system
does not have sufficient resources to accomplish its mission. For example, the state
depleted its PY 2001 dislocated worker allocation in April 2001, two months before the
end of the program year. Additionally, officials report that more funding is needed for
training the incumbent workforce.

DWD currently funds training for incumbent workers with the WIA 15 percent
set-aside, penalty interest money from the UI trust fund, and the Incumbent Worker
Training Fund. House Bill 1962 legislatively established the Incumbent Worker
Training Fund in 2001. The fund is supported by employers, who contribute
approximately 1 percent of their previous calendar year’s Ul taxable wages, and in return,
receive a 0.1 percent reduction in taxes owed to the state. The Incumbent Worker
Training Board oversees the funds and makes competitive awards to businesses for
training that will result in “clear career paths, wage-gains, and portable skills.”"®

Several service providers included in our research view the separation of the local
board from service delivery as an unfunded mandate that reduces funds available for
services. These providers view the local boards as an added layer of bureaucracy that
currently adds little value to the system, and recommend a dedicated funding stream for
their administrative costs in addition to funds currently allocated to the states.

Section V. One-Stop Career Center Organization and Operations
A. Overview

Indiana set minimum requirements for full-service One-Stop Career Centers,
called WorkOne Centers, to include federal criteria and the state mandated IRA,
described in Section VI.'® Centers offering fewer services are established as WorkOne
Express Centers. At a minimum, Express Centers must offer Internet access to WIA core
services and have staff on-site to assist with navigating these services. Express Centers
may be established in libraries, schools, community-based organizations, private
organizations, for-profit organizations, and the offices of workforce investment partners.
In October 2002, there were 27 WorkOne Centers and 72 Express Centers across Indiana.
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HRIC adopted a Malcolm Baldrige like framework for chartering WorkOne and
Express Centers. The criteria — leadership, information and analysis, strategic planning,
human resource development and management, process management, business results,
and customer focus and satisfaction — serve as broad guidelines for local boards to
establish requirements for chartering centers.'’ The state required centers funded by
Wagner-Peyser Act, Ul, or WIA Title I be chartered by July 2001. Charters are renewed
every two years.

Only centers with WorkOne charters can and must display the WorkOne logo,
Indiana’s brand for their One-Stop delivery
' ~ system. State officials established the logo to
workone inform the community that the center meets
federal and state criteria for providing workforce
development services. Centers that fail to be re-
chartered must remove or cover the logo until the center comes into compliance. Our
visits to WorkOne and Express Centers found inconsistent use of the logo in signage.
One Express Center in a rural town displayed three large signs bearing the logo whereas a
full-service WorkOne Center in a metropolitan area displayed the logo, onan 8 1/2 x 11
piece of paper at its reception desk.

Community familiarity with the WorkOne brand is low. A telephone survey
conducted in 2000 by the Indiana University Center for Survey Research found that 34
percent of the respondents were aware of the WorkOne Centers, compared to 41 percent
in 1999, before the WorkOne name and logo was adopted. As a result, DWD allocated
$17,000 in PY 2000 federal incentive funds to each local board to market the WorkOne
system.

Local officials and providers indicated that use of the logo in signage caused
confusion in areas where local providers had aggressively marketed their logo and
services to the community under the JTPA system. One such provider in a rural area
indicated that, after replacing the company signage with the WorkOne logo, the center
received telephone inquiries asking if the provider had gone out of business or moved.

Indiana does not have a model structure for WorkOne Centers beyond the
requirements for the IRA. A single operator or consortium of operators can operate the
WorkOne or Express centers, although a consortium of partners is the most common
approach.

The level of engagement of the WorkOne partners varies across the state,
depending on local policies, resources, and pre-WIA arrangements. U.S. DOL programs,
including WIA Title I, UI, Wagner-Peyser Act, veterans’ employment and training, and
TAA/NAFTA-TAA, are typically co-located in the One-Stop Career Centers. Other
WIA-related programs, including Adult Education, Vocational Education, Vocational
Rehabilitation, and Older Americans Title V, usually have a One-Stop Career Center
presence but have their main base of operations elsewhere.

76



The presence in the One-Stop Career Centers of the Indiana Manpower and
Comprehensive Training (IMPACT) program, the state’s TANF and Food Stamp
Employment and Training program, varies across the state. The FSSA Division of
Family and Children contracts with service providers in each of the state’s 92 counties for
IMPACT services, including job search, development, placement, and retention services.
The local office for the Division of Family and Children determines eligibility for
IMPACT services and refers clients to service providers. The IMPACT service provider
is typically co-located in the One-Stop Career Center when the center’s WIA Title |
provider is also an IMPACT provider.

A representative from Indiana University suggested that the university and similar
institutions do not have a significant degree of involvement in the workforce
development system. “WIA created a better pathway to four-year degrees but WIA
participants typically go to community and vocational-technical colleges and transfer to
Indiana University to continue their education. The university is not seeing a lot of
business from individual training accounts.”

The most influential player from higher education appears to be the Ivy Tech
State College system. Ivy Tech is comprised of 14 regions, each with separate vice
presidents who have significant autonomy from the system’s central office. Ivy Tech’s
involvement in WorkOne and Express Centers is dependent on Ivy Tech staff from each
region connecting with the local boards that serve their region. An Ivy Tech official
interviewed for this study credited WIA for significantly enhancing the college’s role in
workforce development by “providing a seat at the table” and encouraging co-locating
services.

Ivy Tech is highly involved in the One-Stop delivery system in Northeast Indiana,
where the college’s region aligns with the nine counties of the workforce service delivery
area. The college is a member of the local board and the consortium of service providers
operating the centers. The college contributes financially to the area’s centers by
providing technology for on-site computer labs and classrooms. Ivy Tech has a
prominent presence in Allen County, where it occupies space and holds classes in the
same building as the WorkOne Center. In Bluffton, Indiana, the college periodically
holds registration sessions and classes at the county’s Express Center.

Vocational Rehabilitation was the program most often cited as difficult to
integrate into the One-Stop Career Centers. Counselors indicated that the “work first”
orientation of Indiana’s One-Stop delivery system does not coincide with their perceived
need to move cautiously when placing a client into employment. The counselors view
getting the client a vocation as their primary goal rather than immediate labor force
attachment. Additionally, confidentiality requirements make sharing client-level
information collected by Vocational Rehabilitation counselors with other One-Stop
Career Center service providers difficult, although the use of a release form for general
information has helped.
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State officials cited veterans’ programs as somewhat difficult to integrate into the
One-Stop delivery system. The federal restriction on counselors to serve only veterans
can make the management of center resources difficult, particularly when the population
eligible for such services is declining.

B. Employer and Business Engagement

Indiana’s efforts to engage business in the development and operation of the
state’s One-Stop delivery system are very similar to other states’. Indiana reconstituted
the state and local boards to include a business majority, and developed web-based
systems for labor market information and job matching services.

Indiana’s attempts to develop a workforce development system that is “demand-
side” driven are noteworthy. The state required local IWCs described in Section II.B. are
an example. The purpose of the IWCs is to recommend training strategies and programs
for the incumbent workforce to develop skills that are in demand by existing and
prospective employers. In addition to the business majority on the local boards, the
IWCs provide a second avenue for employers to influence the local systems, as business
representatives must constitute 33 percent of the IWC’s membership.

Indiana backed this effort with financial resources. Advance Indiana is a
consolidation of worker training programs that awarded $5.5 million for services in PY
2000. All training provided by the system must result in a “measured outcome” such as a
GED, diploma, college degree, or certificate. The Regional Skills Alliance is a category
of programs within Advance Indiana that is funded by the state’s WIA 15 percent set-
aside. Advance Indiana awarded approximately $1 million to local boards to contract out
on a competitive basis to a consortium of companies who pool their resources to provide
incumbent worker training (see Section IV.A. for a description of IPIC’s health-care
training program supported by Regional Skills Alliance award).

Local boards are responsible for engaging employers in the administration of the
WorkOne system and marketing center services to the business community. As in many
aspects of the system, center services to employers vary across the state and may include:
1) organizing job fairs, 2) providing labor market information, 3) developing training
seminars for specific employers, and 4) assisting recruiting efforts. State officials
expressed frustration that few boards were effectively engaging employers. When
necessary, the state worked with the local boards to engage employers that were
considering relocating to the state.

Despite efforts to engage employers in Indiana’s workforce development system,
the general perception is that the business community is minimally involved, and at the
local level, service providers continue to drive policy and program decisions. The
business majority on the local board has helped in some areas where there was little effort
to engage employers before WIA. It is too early to assess the impact of the IWCs, as
most, particularly the councils in the areas included in this study, are just getting started.
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Recent surveys conducted by IPIC and NIWIB, two WIBs included in this study,
substantiated the concern that the business community is minimally involved in Indiana’s
One-Stop delivery system and is not aware of the services available to them. An informal
survey of the business representatives on the Indianapolis Private Industry Council found
that few of the area’s board members were knowledgeable of center services available to
business. A survey conducted for the Northeast Indiana Workforce Investment Board
found that:

e The WorkOne name is largely unknown to business and job seekers;

e “Both business and job seekers still think of WorkOne Centers as part of a
reworked, improved unemployment center”’; and

e Employers are not widely aware of the Computer Self-Service System
(CS3), Indiana’s web-based labor exchange system.

As noted earlier, the involvement of local chambers of commerce in the One-Stop
delivery system varies across the state.

C. Operational Issues

Upon entry into a WorkOne Center, most customers are directed to CS3 and the
center’s IRA. As described in Section VIII, CS3 is a web-based, labor exchange system
that matches job seekers with available employment. CS3 terminals are located in all
centers.

The IRA is an “open access area” with information on job openings, careers,
community resources, education and training programs, and labor markets. The
information is provided in a variety of media, including print, video, and the Internet.
State requirements for IRAs include mandated material content and a minimum of two
staff to assist individuals with available resources. According to the Indiana’s WIA state
plan, “The IRA...ensures that no individual, regardless of age or economic status, goes
without some level of service at Indiana’s One-Stop Career Centers.”

In the One-Stop Career Centers included in this study, we found that labor
exchange services were predominately supported by Wagner-Peyser Act funds. When
customers required more intense or costly services they were referred to the center’s WIA
Title I provider. Staff at the Allen County WorkOne Center indicated that it is “common
for customers to flow freely, back and forth, between Wagner-Peyser Act staff and
JobWorks [the WIA Title I provider].”

Indiana does not have a call-in center for Ul claims. The state uses the CS3
system to file and track claims. Claimants must file the initial application for benefits at
a WorkOne Center. Consequently, in Indiana’s WorkOne system, Ul and Wagner-Peyser
Act services are not disconnected as in states where Ul claims are filed by phone. On-site
staff provide assistance with filing UI claims on CS3. They provide assistance until the
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individual is proficient enough with the computer and system for self-service. After
filing an initial application, the claimant can use CS3 off-site to search for available
employment and track benefits.

A 2001 telephone survey of Indiana residents conducted by the Indiana University
Center for Survey Research found that nearly 40 percent come to the WorkOne Centers
to file for UI benefits. A widely held perception of the community is that WorkOne
Centers are unemployment offices. Indiana is working to put the UI application on the
Internet, which will eliminate the need for claimants to visit the centers. It will be a
challenge for the state to keep the UI population connected to the WorkOne system when
the UI application can be completed and submitted off-site.

D. One-Stop Career Center Contracting and Cost Sharing

Local boards are responsible for contracting for WIA services. IPIC and NIWIB
use a competitive contracting process for adult, dislocated worker, and youth services not
provided by mandatory WorkOne partners. The separation of the local board from
service delivery under WIA, combined with the use of competitive contracting, increased
the number of potential youth services providers in both Marion County and Northeast
Indiana when compared to the JTPA system. A DWD official indicated that turnover by
the core One-Stop Career Center operators or partners is not common, although turnover
is common among the new youth providers, as they tend to quickly become intimidated
by WIA requirements.

IPIC contracts with Goodwill Industries of Central Indiana, Inc., one of the largest
Goodwills in North America, to provide WIA Title I services in Marion County’s full-
service centers. Goodwill Industries’ presence in Indianapolis dates back to 1969.
NIWIB contracts with JobWorks to provide WIA Title I services in Northeast Indiana’s
WorkOne Centers. JobWorks is also the fiscal agent for the area’s WIA system.

Both IPIC and NIWIB officials indicated that Wagner-Peyser Act and WIA Title I
support the majority of costs associated with One-Stop Career Center service delivery.
Typically, Wagner-Peyser Act supports costs for core services and WIA Title I supports
intensive services. A NIWIB official indicated that there is no exchange of money
between partners, although they do barter services and exchange information. Ivy Tech
State College’s financial contribution to the WorkOne Centers in Northeast Indiana is in
the form of technology, including computers for labs and classrooms. One-Stop Career
Center partners are usually at the centers at no cost, particularly if the partner co-locates
staff on a part-time basis. Center indirect costs such as rent are allocated to the paying
partners based on space they occupy in the facility.

Section VI. Services and Participation
Although the array of services offered by WorkOne Centers varies across the
state, the centers included in this study are implementing a customer flow that is very

similar to the one described in Indiana’s WIA state plan. Staff at the center’s reception
desk greet customers upon entry and conduct a quick information gathering and triage
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session. Center staff refer most customers to the self-service areas, including the CS3
terminals and IRA. Job seekers use the CS3 terminals to register for center services,
apply for and track UI benefits, enter resumes and job preferences, and search for job
openings.

Customers can continue their job search in the IRA, which houses information on
job openings, careers, community resources, education and training programs, and labor
markets. The information is provided in a variety of media, including print, video, and
the Internet. Center staff is available to provide assistance with the CS3 and IRA
resources. Customers who potentially require staff-assisted job search, training, or
support services to obtain or increase employment are referred to an orientation session
that gives an overview of the center’s services and eligibility requirements.
Appointments with center providers and referrals to outside providers are made available
at the orientation session.

The consistency in front-end services may be attributed to the strong DWD and
WIA Title I presence, state required components of the WorkOne Centers, and the
enhanced “work first” orientation of the system. As noted earlier, DWD staff is
responsible for the Wagner-Peyser Act, Ul, and veterans’ services in the centers
statewide. An informal survey of the WorkOne Centers in Northeast Indiana found that
DWD and the WIA Title I contractor supply over 90 percent of the full-time staff of the
area’s One-Stop Career Centers.'’ Additionally, Indiana requires all chartered WorkOne
Centers to include IRAs. Finally, the system’s focus on immediate labor force
attachment with continued training for a better job creates a scenario where the logical
first step when entering the center is to exhaust self-service opportunities before availing
staff-assisted options.*’

State and local officials indicated that the community generally views the
WorkOne Centers as “unemployment offices” and cited those seeking Ul benefits and job
search assistance as the largest population turning to the One-Stop delivery system. This
view is substantiated by a 2001 telephone survey conducted by Indiana University that
found that 39 percent of those who used WorkOne services in the previous 12 months
turned to the center for Ul benefits. Twenty-seven percent of those surveyed used center
computers for self-service job search, and 15 percent received staff-assisted job search
services. Only 12 percent of those who received center services received career training
or skill-upgrading services.”'

The extent that a center focuses on services to low-income families, such as
TANF recipients, is dependent on the center’s location, whether it accepts Ul
applications, and whether the WIA Title I provider is under contract to provide TANF
employment services. For example, Career Corner, an Express Center in Indianapolis, is
part of an inner-city neighborhood and is not a UI application center. Consequently, the
center’s clientele typically have multiple barriers to employment that require more
supportive services than other centers — approximately 60 percent of those seeking
services from Career Corner require substance abuse services.”” Additionally, as noted
earlier, IMPACT services are typically available in a center when the WIA Title I
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provider is also under contract with state social services agency to provide TANF
employment services. In the centers included in this study, we found that the co-location
of IMPACT services did not overshadow the UI and Wagner-Peyser Act focus of the
center, although it did reinforce a “work first” orientation.

The extent that a center offers services other than the regular package of job
search services for professional and managerial employees also varies and is dependent
on the local WIB or center providers working with employers to develop such services.
An example of such efforts includes an Express Center in the Northeast Indiana service
delivery area that is currently working with Ivy Tech to develop a leadership seminar for
employers that will be offered at the center.

DWD provided general guidance to local areas on when to register a customer for
WIA services.” The trigger for registration is the level of service provided by center
staff — as noted in federal law the provider should register the customer for WIA when
the services provided are beyond self-service or informational. Self-service and
information activities are defined in the state plan as, “Anyone can request and get the
service. There is no selection process involved, no screening, and no prioritization. The
customer does not have to be determined appropriate to get the service. It is available at
regular times and locations.” In general, when to register a client is left to local
discretion, particularly in the gray area of when staff assistance is provided with the CS3
system and in the IRA.

DWD defines core, intensive, and training services as noted in federal law and
provides minimal guidance on when customers should move from universal and core-
staff assisted services to more intensive services. As an example, DWD policy requires
adult and dislocated workers to complete an initial assessment before receiving intensive
services. Local policy determines what it means to be able to get a job through core
services. The local areas typically use time spent receiving core services (e.g., the
customer can move to intensive services after four weeks of core services without getting
a job), the provision of “gateway” services, or both.

The WorkOne provider that delivered the intensive services determines if and
when the customer is eligible for training services. The state requires that adults and
dislocated workers receive intensive services, such as an assessment, counseling, and
have an individual employment plan developed before entering the training tier and
selecting a provider from the state’s eligible training provider list. All customers who
receive intensive and training services must have a case management file — paper or
electronic — that notes the movement through core, intensive, and training services and
the rationale behind increasing the level of service.

Local officials and service providers indicated that the documentation necessary
to increase a customer’s level of service is an administrative burden. One IPIC official
characterized the sequencing of service requirement and related paperwork as a
“compliance trap.”**
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State and local officials recognize that the community perception and awareness
of the WorkOne system is either incorrect or very low. Local boards are responsible for
marketing WorkOne services to the community, including employers, and most
interviewed agreed that marketing should be a local effort so that distinctive qualities of
different centers could be emphasized. DWD has assisted in this effort by awarding
funds for marketing, but clearly more effort is necessary on all fronts. Indiana measures
customer satisfaction of WorkOne services using a mail and telephone survey depending
on the service received.

Section VII. Market Mechanisms: Their Use and Effects
A. Labor Market Information

The state’s primary source for labor market information is the Indiana New
Economy Workforce Statistics (INEWS), a web-based system that can be accessed
through a link on DWD’s homepage.”> INEWS provides state and regional (WIA
planning region) information, including unemployment rates, occupational wages, hot
jobs, skills in demand, and demographic information based on the 1990 census. Users
can access job matching information through a link to the CS3, and information on
incumbent worker training programs through a link to Advance Indiana. Customers can
use the interactive system to build tables of information for the state or a metropolitan
statistical area.

In addition to INEWS, local area analysts employed by DWD provide statistical
data to economic development officials, government officials, news media,
businesspeople, and the general population. This information is provided using a variety
of regular publications, including region-specific Labor Market Profiles, a monthly
newsletter that provides employment and wage information. Local area analysts also
work with the community to generate customized reports upon request.

Indiana’s WIA plan identified the need for a system to provide labor market
information in a user-friendly manner. The state appears to have met this need with
INEWS and DWD’s local area analysts. INEWS is a good site for anyone who wants
basic information on Indiana and local areas. A user with average computer skills is able
to retrieve available information with little difficulty. One-Stop Career Center staff
indicated that they referred customers to the INEWS site and Labor Market Profiles
regularly for labor market information prior to approving training.

B. Individual Training Accounts and Provider Certification

As noted earlier, most decisions regarding service delivery are left to the local
areas. Local boards allocate WIA Title I funds to core, intensive, and training services;
establish the funding level and duration of individual training accounts (ITAs); develop
the method to disburse ITA funds; and develop the system for tracking use of ITAs.
Consequently, DWD does not track the use of WIA Title I funds for training services and
is not able to provide an estimate of expenditures for ITAs. In general, the providers
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interviewed indicated that insufficient funding is available for training. One provider
noted that “fixed costs have first dibs on funds and leave little for training services.”

Indiana appears to use the “guided choice” method for selecting training programs
— local staff work closely with participants to select a program. A WIA customer
receives intensive services, such as an assessment, counseling, and having an individual
employment plan developed before selecting a training program. As required by federal
law, customers must select training providers from the state’s eligible provider list.

Indiana’s eligible provider list and related consumer information are part of
Education and Training Choices, a web-based system that houses information on WIA
and non-WIA providers.”® The system includes program-specific information such as
training location, program description, program cost, and performance data. Users can
search for programs by a number of factors, including geographic region, occupational
category, provider, and WIA-eligibility. Users can also compare cost, program length,
and performance data across three programs.

DWD and local boards have shared responsibility for soliciting and selecting
providers for the eligible provider list. Local boards are responsible for: 1) creating an
application that includes state required information — boards may require additional
information; 2) ensuring providers have access to the application — IPIC posted their
application on the their website; 3) soliciting training providers for application; and 4)
conducting an initial approval of completed applications. Local boards electronically
submit all completed applications to DWD for final state approval. DWD maintains the
state’s eligible provider list.

Many characterized the application process, initial and renewal, for the eligible
provider list as an administrative burden, but not prohibitive, while some suggested that
the process created a system barrier for educational institutions. State officials contend
that training providers are reluctant to collect the federally required data on program
outcomes for WIA and non-WIA participants because of the low number of WIA
enrollments. Ultimately, the cost of collecting and submitting required data potentially
exceeds the benefits of accepting WIA enrollments, particularly for the state university
system. Consequently, in October 2002 DWD submitted a request to U.S. DOL to extend
the initial period of eligibility for training providers — the period in which providers are
not required to submit performance data — to July 2004.

C. Performance Standards and Incentives

State officials often cited administration of the federal performance measures as
the most problematic component of the WIA legislation. DWD and HRIC contend that
the federal measures do not adequately reflect the state’s vision to use a more
comprehensive approach to workforce development, where providers are not restricted by
outcome measures that are tied to specific funding streams. As noted in the state’s unified
plan, “Indiana’s goals are much broader than the Workforce Investment Act. WIA Title I
is but one funding source among many that will help attain these goals. Federal Title I
outcomes are inadequate to measure our progress.”
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Consequently, DWD officials have implemented three state measures to gauge
systemwide performance, track local area performance, and award incentive funds.”” The
three measures are customer satisfaction of clients and employers, earnings gains, and
skill credentials.”® The state performance requirements are applied to the One-Stop
delivery system and not just the WIA Title I program. Furthermore, system performance
is tracked and incentive funds awarded by workforce development planning region rather
than service delivery area. Since WIA funds must be allocated to local boards, the state
awards incentive funds proportionately to local boards that share a planning region.

State officials also report that the federal performance requirements are harder to
meet in the recent economic downturn.”’ Indiana received a federal incentive award of
$1.3 million for meeting PY 1999 performance requirements and $2.9 million for
meeting PY 2000 performance. While Indiana met its overall goals for PY 2000, it did
not achieve the adult earnings gain requirement in PY 2000. Many officials interviewed
attributed difficulties in hitting this rate and the earnings replacement rate for dislocated
workers to the state’s loss of low-skill, high-wage jobs in the manufacturing sector. State
officials indicated that these jobs are being replaced with lower-wage employment,
making it difficult to show an increase in wages or meet the earnings replacement
requirements.

State and local officials voiced concern that the federal WIA performance
requirements are driving case management strategies that limit access to services for
certain populations. Local providers substantiated this concern by confirming that
enrollments in WIA tend to be driven by the federal performance measures. One WIA
Title I provider noted that “to be successful, you have to design your program to the
measures,” while a second provider noted that it was necessary to “balance the
enrollments of customers who will not help you meet the performance requirements with
those that will.”

Of particular concern to state officials is the potential barrier that the earnings
replacement rate for dislocated workers creates to enrolling this population for WIA
services, particularly in an economic downturn. Providers are hesitant to serve dislocated
workers from high-wage jobs in areas where few opportunities exist to replace a
substantial portion of the lost wages. To mitigate this potential barrier to enrollment,
DWD developed a methodology to adjust the performance rate requirement for areas
experiencing a substantial loss of jobs where the hourly wage exceeds the median local
wage rate by 50 percent.

We also found that service providers are unlikely to enroll individuals with
multiple barriers to employment out of fear that these customers will hinder progress
toward meeting federal performance measures. Officials in the two local areas included
in this study indicated that a large number of customers seeking services from the One-
Stop Career Centers require supportive services, such as substance abuse counseling, that
are not available at the center. A representative from a Community Action Program in
Northeast Indiana suggested that these individuals, at best, receive core services, and
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recommended that Community Action Program agencies offering supportive services
have a physical presence in the One-Stop Career Centers.

A common criticism of the federal performance system is that the measures
developed using UI wage data are lagging indicators of performance that can not be used
for program management.’ The delay between the activity and performance estimates,
which can be more than six months, does not allow for mid-year adjustments or
corrections. Local service delivery areas are struggling to develop performance
indicators to help gauge progress toward meeting the federal requirements. Goodwill
staff at a WorkOne Center in Indianapolis noted that they are in the process of developing
such indicators so staff can identify problems in meeting federal requirements early in the
performance period.

In general, U.S. DOL Region Five and state and local officials characterized the
process for development of performance rates as collaborative, although state officials
would like the federal government to be more flexible in negotiations, and local officials
would like state staff to be more flexible.

Section VIII. Information Technology in the One-Stop Career Centers

DWD oversees three web-based systems that provide labor exchange services,
information on education and training programs, and labor market information to clients
and employers. These systems include the:

o  Computer Self-Service System (CS3) 3! the cornerstone of Indiana’s UI and labor
exchange programs;

e FEducation and Training Choices (ETC), an interactive database of education and
training programs (described in Section VII); and

o Indiana New Economy Workforce Statistics (INEWS), an interactive site for labor
market information (described in Section VII).

CS3 terminals are located in all One-Stop Career Centers and are the primary
starting point for customers to access services. As noted in Section V.C., claimants file
their initial application for Ul and track benefits using CS3. Job seekers can search the
system for job openings and post resumes. Employers can enter job orders and search for
resumes to fill available positions. Help is available in many forms for job seekers and
employers who require assistance with the system. A tutorial on the basic use of a
computer (operating a mouse, etc.) is on the CS3 terminals, and center staff are available
to provide on-site assistance. DWD also maintains a help line for users.

Indiana does not have an integrated system for common intake and tracking of
client information across workforce development and welfare-related programs. State
and local service providers indicated that they share case-level information on an as-
needed basis by telephone or during meetings. Although most officials recognized the
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value of and preference for an integrated system, most cited cost, different program
application and tracking requirements, and confidentiality requirements as obstacles to
developing and implementing such a system.

The system used to track client information for the WIA program is made up of
independent state and local systems. DWD tracks program outcomes using the
Performance Management Information System (PMIS) and CS3. The PMIS includes
participant information, activities, and performance outcomes for most WIA programs,
including some intensive services and training. DWD uses CS3 to track information for
customers receiving core services under the Wagner-Peyser Act.

Indiana has taken a “decentralized” approach to case management and
performance tracking. State officials prescribe the data for collection and the format
required for submission to PMIS, and local officials select the system that best meets
their needs. DWD validates the local systems to ensure they will produce timely and
accurate data for PMIS. The local boards included in this study do not mandate a system
for use in their One-Stop Career Centers. Additionally, these local areas use CS3 and
sign-in sheets to track client use of self-directed services.

Section IX. Summary Observations and Reauthorization Issues of Special Concern

Indiana established its state-level structure for workforce development and One-
Stop delivery system before the 1998 enactment of WIA. WIA reinforced the direction
the state was headed and encouraged continued efforts towards the co-location of
services. The inclusive nature of the legislation gave programs such as Adult Education,
Vocational Rehabilitation, Community Service Block Grant, and Ivy Tech State College
an opportunity to influence the development and administration of the state’s One-Stop
delivery system. The separation of local boards from service delivery gave new
providers the opportunity to enter the system.

Indiana’s experience implementing WIA has shed light on several issues of
special concern that are discussed briefly below.

Local Workforce Investment Boards. Local boards are restrained by WIA
membership requirements and the lack of funding for training members. The inclusive
nature of WIA has grown some local boards to twice the size of the local governing body
under JTPA. Local officials report that the size of the boards prevents them from acting
nimbly and effecting change. Also, some board members are not familiar with WIA
requirements and are ill-equipped to make policy decisions. This increases the likelihood
that meetings are bogged down by minutia. Although employers tend to be the biggest
culprit here, they are the first to disengage when the board’s progress is slow. Local
areas need funds to support training for board members. Finally, a board-driven system
has been difficult to achieve in certain areas where a One-Stop Career Center operator or
WIA provider is the fiscal agent of the service delivery area.
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Federal Performance Requirements. State and local officials interviewed for
this study cited implementing federal performance requirements as the most difficult
component of WIA. The measures are driving local strategies that potentially limit
services to individuals with multiple barriers to employment and dislocated workers from
low-skill, high-wage jobs. Also, the wage increase and replacement wage requirements
are difficult to meet in an economic downturn, particularly when an area is unable to
replace lost jobs with employment of equal skill and wage. Finally, UI data is a lagging
indicator of performance that can not be used for program management. Consequently,
local providers are developing interim indicators to track progress toward meeting federal
requirements thus allowing for mid-year adjustments. In addition, under a grant from
U.S. DOL, DWD has engaged researchers from Indiana University’s School of Public
and Environmental Affairs to identify short-term indicators of long-term performance.
This project is scheduled for completion in late 2004.

Eligible Training Provider List. The eligible training provider list requirement
may prove to limit customer choice if the list’s application and performance tracking
requirements continue to be burdensome. Many officials reported that the annual
application process for the eligible provider list is extensive and discourages participation
of eligible providers. Some suggested that the process offered little value for
organizations that have accrediting bodies. Additionally, the federal requirement to track
performance for WIA and non-WIA customers is difficult and costly for organizations
and institutions that receive limited WIA referrals. Consequently, Indiana officials fear
many providers will be unable to renew eligibility when performance data is due.

Vocational Rehabilitation and Veterans’ Programs. The two programs
interviewees most often cited as difficult to integrate into One-Stop Career Centers are
Vocational Rehabilitation and veterans’ programs. Vocational Rehabilitation’s service
strategy to move cautiously and encourage clients to pursue a vocation rather than
immediate labor force attachment does not coincide with the enhanced “work first”
orientation of Indiana’s system. Additionally, the nature of the information collected by
Vocational Rehabilitation counselors and associated confidentiality requirements prevent
the easy sharing of client-level information. Veterans’ programs are also difficult to
integrate into the One-Stop Career Centers because counselors are restricted to serving
only veterans, making the management of center resources difficult.

There are two distinctive features of Indiana’s workforce development system that
deserve mention. The first is the state’s IWCs. Although the IWCs in this study are in
their infancy, they show promise as a mechanism to better understand the skills in
demand by employers and develop related training programs. Once mature, they may
prove an effective method for engaging employers.

The second is the state’s systemwide measures for performance. DWD
implemented three state measures in addition to the federal requirements to gauge
systemwide performance, track local area performance, and award incentive funds. The
state applies the measures to the One-Stop delivery system and not just the WIA Title I
program. Furthermore, system performance is tracked and incentive funds awarded by
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workforce development planning region rather than service delivery area. Indiana’s
measures may prove the starting point for fixing the existing federal measures.

Some of the concerns raised about the inadequacies of the WIA measures may be
addressed by the implementation of common measures. These are scheduled for
implementation in PY 2004, but are likely to retain some of the features for which the
WIA measures are currently criticized.
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Acronyms (all refer to Indiana state or local entities, unless otherwise indicated)

CS3

DWD

FSSA

INEWS

IPIC

IRA

IWC

HRIC

NIWIB

PMIS

Computer-Self Service System, statewide, web-based labor exchange
system

Department of Workforce Development
Family Social Services Administration (state social services agency)

Indiana New Economy Workforce Statistics, web-based labor market
information system

Indianapolis Private Industry Council

Information Resource Area (state mandated resource area in One-Stop
Career Centers)

Incumbent Worker Council (state mandated local councils)

Human Resource Information Council (state Workforce Investment
Board)

Northeast Indiana Workforce Investment Board

Performance Management Information System
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APPENDIX A

Figure 1: Indiana’s 16 WIA Service Delivery Areas
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APPENDIX A

Figure 2: Indiana’s 12 WIA Planning Regions

Workforce Investmen

St. Joseph LaGrange
Elkhart Steuben
Noble DeKalb
Marshall
Kosciusko
Whitley
Fulton Allen
Wabashfl
. C ington
White Wells
E Adam
Enton o b
Carmoll Piami
Grant
Howard Black-
[Tippecanoe fard Iay
Warren
Clinton Tipton M
iﬁ Delaward
Fountain Eécmué}y Hamilto E{ Eatlslgh
T Henry
% . ancock Wayne
. Parke Marion
o
i Rush [avette
Union
. Morgan |} pnson J50EIbY
Wigo .
Cla Frarklin
ecatur
Owen Brown | Bartholo-
Monroe
Sullivan e . Dizarhom
Ripley
Greene
Jackson Clhig,
WIEence -
Switzer-
) Jeffers land
Daviess .
rin
Knox
Pike
Gibson Dubois
vandarf Warrick Pa
b:r"g'h P y

Posey

92

December 4, 1998



Notes

! The information in this section is from Indiana’s WIA State Plan, a National Governors Association
report entitled “Transforming State Workforce Systems,” and interviews with state officials.

? The state legislature later passed legislation that created DWD.

? Other mandatory partners to the One-Stop delivery system that DWD does not administer include
Community Services Block Grant, Housing and Urban Development, Job Corps (Title I), Migrant and
Seasonal Farm Workers (Title I) Native Americans (Title I), Older Americans (Title V), and Postsecondary
Vocational Education.

* http://www.ccindiana.net/.

> Our review of the Indiana’s WIA State Plan and DWD’s WIA-related communications found repeated
reference to the “work first” nature of the federal act and the state’s program.

% Indiana uses the formula in federal legislation to allocate adult, dislocated worker, and youth funds to the
local WIBs. In PY 2001, the state allocated 85 percent of federal adult and youth funds and 60 percent of
federal dislocated worker funds to the local WIBs. The balance was retained for state-level initiatives and
rapid response efforts.

7 One of the local service delivery areas included in this study has two representatives from the local
chamber of commerce on its WIB, and the second service delivery area has no representatives from the
local chamber on its WIB.

¥ State officials updated the plan to include PY 2002 performance goals for youth programs.

? When a local board determines that funds are limited regionally, the priority of services is: 1) former or
current TANF recipients who are working but need services to increase their wages; 2) Food stamps
recipients who need services to increase their wages; 3) low-income individuals not eligible for TANF or
Food Stamps who need services to increase their wages; and 4) working poor who need services to increase
their wages.

' In developing the boundaries of the planning regions, DWD considered sub-state maps for various
programs including Small Business Development, Community Development, Vocational Rehabilitation,
Ivy Tech State College, and Welfare Local Planning Councils. Additionally, the department considered
metropolitan statistical areas and commuting patterns.

" The sections of the local plan that are completed jointly by the local boards that share a planning region
are WIA System Outcomes and Sharing Employment Statistics. The sections of the local plan that must be
completed individually and jointly are Assessment of Planning Regions, Resources Available to the
Planning Regions, Current and Projected Employment Opportunities, and Necessary Job Skills.

'2 DWD has four outstationed rapid response coordinators for rapid response activities. These regional
coordinators work with the local coordinator for each service delivery area. The local coordinator is

supported by a contract between DWD and each local board.

13 For more information on the Central Indiana Life Science Initiative see
http://www.ipic.org/initiatives.htm.

" DWD Commissioner’s Directive: 2002-53 available at
http://www.in.gov/dwd/workforce serv/wia/pandp/Allocat03.pdf.

' For more information on Indiana’s Incumbent Worker Training Fund see
http://www.in.gov/dwd/employer/advanceindiana/hb1962_iwtf.html.
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' The Workforce Investment Act requires that One-Stop Career Centers provide all core services listed in
the act, access to intensive services, training and labor exchange services authorized by the Wagner-Peyser
Act; and access to programs and activities carried out by One-Stop Career Center partners.

' The local chartering process must include a business plan that articulates a “path to excellence” and
responds to the locally established criteria, and on-site visits. The local board must ensure that minimal
federal and state requirements are met before awarding a charter. Although the local board awards the
charters, HRIC reviews the local boards’ chartering documents and decision making process when
certifying the boards’ for meeting quality criteria.

'8 CS3 and sign-in sheets are used to track customer use of self-services.

" John Chamberlin conducted the survey for NIWIB. A report of results is available at
http://64.227.82.181/uploads/documents/creating_a world class_workone system.doc.

% Page 114 of the WIA state plan notes, “For both types of clients (adult and dislocated workers), there will
be three levels of services: core, intensive, and training. We will apply the ‘work first” approach to service
delivery to ensure that the most job ready individuals use up-front services such as job placement before
accessing more intensive services, or skills training.”

2! The Indiana University Center for Survey Research completed 524 telephone interviews with randomly
selected adult Indiana residents in the fall of 2001. For more information on the center and the Indiana poll
see http://www.indiana.edu/~csr/indiana_poll surveys.html.

*2 Substance abuse estimate provided by the director of Career Corner.

3 Per federal legislation, only those clients registered for services count toward WIA performance
requirements. A client does not have to be registered for WIA to receive self-services and information.

** The WIA title I provider for an Express Center in Northeast Indiana indicated that movement through
core and intensive service could be done with a “wink and a nudge” for customers who are a good fit for
training.

2 http://www.in.gov/dwd/inews/Imi.asp.
? http://www.ai.org/serv/dwd_etc.

" The U.S. Department of Labor denied Indiana’s request to use the state systemwide performance
measures instead of the 17 required by WIA legislation.

*® The goals for the state systemwide measures for PY 2001 are noted in the five-year plan as 50 percent
approval rating from citizens and business; 154,000 One-Stop Career Center customers realizing wage
gains; and 4,000 customers achieving documented skill increases.

%% The performance measures required by the federal WIA legislation include: 1) participant and employer
satisfaction; 2) entered employment rate for adults, dislocated workers, and youth 19-21; 3) employment
retention rate for adults, dislocated workers, and youth 19-21; 4) earnings change (6 months) for adults,
dislocated workers, and youth 19-21; 5) employment and credential rate for adults and dislocated workers;
6) credential rate for youth 19-21; and 7) skill attainment, diploma attainment, and retention rate for youth
14-18.

% DWD staff indicated that it takes six months from the end of a quarter for UI data to be “stable” enough
to develop performance estimates.

3! https://cs3.dwd.state.in.us/regw/default.asp.
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Chapter Four
TEXAS CASE STUDY

Dan O’ Shea, University of Texas at Austin
Christopher King, University of Texas at Austin

Section |. Background Information and I ssues

When Texas became an early implementing state in July 1999, many of the
service delivery features required or fostered by the Workforce Investment Act (WIA)
were already well established in its workforce system. The state's leadership viewed
WIA as avehicle to continue to integrate services in a One-Stop service delivery model
supported by a“no wrong door” approach, to enhance customer choice, to increase
provider accountability, and to help more individuals prepare for and enter employment.
Texas has built its workforce system on principles that include limited and efficient state
government, local control, personal responsibility, support for strong families, and afirm
belief in the value of work.

Texas had begun moving towards a more systemic, comprehensive approach to
workforce development service delivery in the early 1990s. When it became one of the
handful of early implementing states for WIA, few if any states were as well positioned.
The state enjoyed intellectual aswell as bipartisan political support for its workforce
reforms over the years. Legidative and university studies of workforce service delivery
approaches, challenges, and opportunities prompted and supported action by policy-
makers throughout the decade. Moreover, Texas s workforce reforms generally were
designed and instituted in a highly bipartisan environment. The primary impetus for
change was dissatisfaction with overlapping employment and training programs and a
strong desire to make workforce programs more efficient and effective. Ason the
national stage, interest in coordinated, consolidated, and collaborative service delivery
approaches to workforce service delivery was growing.

In 1993, the Texas Legislature passed Senate Bill 642, the Workforce and
Economic Competitiveness Act, creating the Texas Council on Workforce and Economic
Competitiveness (TCWEC, or the Council) as the first human resource investment
council in the country under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA).! Thelegislation
also authorized the creation of local workforce development boards to replace existing
Private Industry Councils, and mandated a state report to recommend further state and
local plans for workforce consolidation. (A related bill that year established the Smart
Jobs Training Fund to meet the skilled labor needs of employers with diverted
unemployment insurance [Ul] tax funds.) SB 642 was signed into law in June by then-
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Governor Ann Richards, a Democrat. The plan that was developed primarily by state
agency staff, whose programs not coincidentally would have been seriously affected by
serious consolidation, stopped short of recommending major changes in structure and
service delivery, opting instead for a“virtual” solution that was perceived by legidative
leaders and other interested parties astoo little, too late. This set the stage for more
decisive action in 1995.

Beginning in 1994, U.S. Department of Labor (U.S. DOL) One-Stop Planning and
Implementation Grants provided the impetus and resources to do the groundwork for
designing and operating multi-program, multi-service Career Centers. By January 1995,
five One-Stop Career Center pilot sites were operating in Texas; an additional seven One-
Stop Career Centers had begun operations by July of that year. These pilot sites served
as “incubators’ for innovative service delivery practices and for meeting the needs of a
more varied set of “customers.”

In June 1995, the legidlature passed and then-Governor George W. Bush, a
Republican, signed into law House Bill (HB) 1863, effecting both workforce and welfare
reform in the same legislation. HB 1863 consolidated 28 workforce and related programs
from ten separate agencies into a new state agency, the Texas Workforce Commission
(TWC), which officially came into being in September 1995. Operational responsibility
for the various programs was actually transferred to TWC over alonger period of time.
(See the Texas Workforce Development Chronology, 1992-2002, in the box below.)
Among other actions, HB 1863:

e Consolidated the following programs and funding streams into the TWC: JTPA,
Employment Services (ES), Ul, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF) work programs, Food Stamp Employment and Training, Project Re-
Integration of Offenders (RIO), child care, and later Welfare-to-Work programs,
aswell as proprietary schools from the Texas Education Agency and short-term
certificate programs from the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board,;

¢ Mandated the creation of local workforce development boards to oversee and plan
most workforce programs serving employers and job seekersin their [abor
markets,

e Prohibited local boards from delivering workforce services directly, mandating
that they contract out for One-Stop Career Center operators to provide front-end
assessment and labor exchange services,

e Created a Skill Development Fund program funded by state general revenue that
would train workers at community and technical collegesin conjunction with
employers; and

e Maintained the TCWEC, though without full state agency status, as the strategic
planning, oversight, and evaluation entity at the state level.
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Texas Workfor ce Development Chronology, 1992-2002

1991 Texas State Job Training Council’s No Wrong Door and The University of Texas's
Radical Blueprint reports call for major reforms of the state's workforce devel opment
system.

1992  Senate Interim Committee’s Premier Chip report reinforces the call for workforce
system reforms.

1993 Senate Bill 642 enacted in June, creating TCWEC, encouraging consolidation of
programs at the state level and creation of workforce development boards at the local level.

1994 TexasreceivesaU.S. DOL One-Stop Planning and Implementation Grant. By July
1995, twelve One-Stop Career Centers are operational .

1995 House Bill 1863 enacted in June, mandating the consolidation of 28 workforce and
related programs from ten agencies into a new state agency, the Texas Workforce
Commission (while also reforming Texas welfare programs). TWC officially begins
operations in September 1995.

1996 First local workforce development boards certified to operate programsin April
(Cameron County), May (Capital Area, Dallas City/County, North Central), and June
(South Texas, Brazos Valley).

1997 TCWEC relocated within the Texas Governor’ s Office with a substantially reduced
budget. First local workforce development board (Dallas City/County) begins operationsin
June.

2000 Last two of 28 local workforce boards (Lower Rio Grande and North East Texas)
begin operations (January).

2001 Senate Bill 429 enacted requiring data sharing for automated follow-up and
evaluation for nine agencies with significant workforce development roles, as well as
cross-agency funding of TCWEC. Texas designated TCWEC as state WIB under WIA.

2002 Texasreaches 270 One-Stop Career Centers statewide.

2003 Texas Legislature largely reauthorizes the existing workforce development system,
including TCWEC (renamed the Texas Workforce Investment Council) and local
workforce boards.

In 2001, the Texas Legidature passed Senate Bill (SB) 429 that mandated the
“development and use of formal and less formal measures in system performance
evaluation, the establishment of two funding formulas, and the inclusion of all agencies
with workforce programs in systemic strategic planning.”? The council has been working
with the governor’ s office, the Legislative Budget Board, and its partner agencies to
implement the provisions of SB 429. The legislature also terminated the Smart Jobs
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Fund that had been administered by the Texas Department of Economic Devel opment,
mainly due to a series of scandals over payment for jobs not created and poor
performance documentation.

In 2002-03, the Texas workforce development system—including TWC,
TCWEC, and the network of local boards and One-Stop Career Centers—was under
review by the Texas Sunset Commission. Except for those affecting TCWEC, including
the designation of member agency’ s executive director rather than board chairs as ex
officio members of the Council, reauthorization for twelve years, and enhanced support
for its mission, the Sunset Commission, largely rejected its own staff’s major findings
and recommendations. The staff called for substantial reformsat TWC and in its
relationship to the local boards.® The commission recommended that TWC and the
network of local workforce boards be continued largely unchanged, recommendations
which the legidature officially adopted in June 2003.

Overall, Texas had changed its workforce area boundaries, established its local
boards, determined an array of mandatory and voluntary One-Stop delivery system
partners, and introduced many of WIA’s other features prior to its enactment. The
geographic realignment of workforce area boundaries affected both Houston and other
areas as the state reduced the 34 service delivery areas under JTPA to only 28 workforce
development areas (WDAS) under HB 1863. In 1998, three WDASs were combined to
form a single large workforce area encompassing the City of Houston, the remainder of
Harris County in which the City of Houston is located, and the twelve surrounding
counties under asingle board, now known officially as The WorkSource - Gulf Coast
Workforce Development Board. The Capital Area Workforce Development Board, now
named WorkSource - Greater Austin Area Workforce Board, consists solely of Travis
County in which the City of Austin islocated.* During the Comprehensive Employment
and Training Act (CETA) and part of the JTPA era, the service area had included both
Austin/Travis County, as well asthe 11 surrounding counties that now constitute the
Rural Capital Area Workforce Board.® (See Appendix A, Figure 1 for amap of the
boards and their workforce areas.)

WIA fit well, both conceptually and practically, with the Texas workforce system
that had been created in the mid- to late 1990s. Texas already had in place many of the
new governance structures and service delivery mechanisms required by WIA as aresult
of its state workforce reform legislation. It had established an extensive One-Stop Career
Center network and based service delivery around it, created inclusive governance
structures at the state and local level, and designated workforce service areas that
conformed to the legislation. Texas had also prescribed standing subcontracts for service
delivery and direct service provision by boards, adopted a strong customer orientation,
and begun experimenting with systemic, wage-record based outcomes rather than
program specific performance measures.

Other key features of the Texas workforce development system include:
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e A long-standing tradition of state and local collaboration that has been more top-
down than bottom-up in nature, but seems to be changing as the “locally-driven”
concept matures;®

e Reliance on awide array of contracting entities: nonprofits, for-profits (including
personnel employer organizations, or professional employer organizations, and
management contractors), government agencies, labor, and community-based
organizations,

e Dramaticaly different |abor markets, demographics, and settlement patterns (e.g.,
rural/urban) across avast and geographically diverse state;

e Increasing emphasis at the state and local level on improving business services,

e Continuing focus on system capacity building through state strategic planning and
comprehensive workforce system measures, and

e State and local policy that is evolving from a“work first” orientation to amore
balanced |abor force attachment/human capital approach.”

U.S. DOL’sinitial WIA implementation guidance stressed the work first policy
orientation, which was further reinforced by WIA'’ s service-sequencing provisions. U.S.
DOL’ s shift towards greater emphasis on human capital and skills acquisition did not
take place until late 2000 or early 2001. Until then, only afew Texas workforce
boards—including Gulf Coast—were placing any significant emphasis on training.

Organizational and functional relationships among workforce, education, and
economic development have varied in Texas over time. In 1987, the legislature housed
job training programs within the newly created Texas Department of Commerce (now,
the Texas Department of Economic Development) that was also responsible for most
state economic development functions. However, SB 642 began splitting workforce from
economic development functions by creating TCWEC as a separate state agency in 1993.
This split was reinforced with the creation of TWC in 1995 and has continued to the
present.

In 1995, HB 1863 ostensibly transferred adult education and literacy programs
from the Texas Education Agency to the newly created TWC in an attempt to refocus
their efforts more on labor market outcomes. However, SB 1 trumped those provisions
and left these programs at the agency. A similar sequence of events occurred again in
2002: Sunset Commission staff recommended that these programs be transferred to
TWC, but the commission itself, having been |obbied strongly by literacy groups around
the state, quickly and vociferously voted down that recommendation.® In general,
education and workforce entities have not resolved issues involving core missions,
coordinated service delivery, and data sharing to support shared accountability.

While more coordinated efforts among education, economic development, and
workforce entities may be challenged at the state level, some local boards take avery
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different posture, implementing sectoral or cluster-based workforce development
approaches through an array of intermediary organizations. The Greater Houston
Partnership and Greater Austin @ Work, both joint efforts of local chambers of
commerce and stakeholders, are examples of collaborations that recognize and foster the
inextricabl e relationship among education, economic development, and workforce
development. In both of these communities, business |eadership has been prominent in
workforce development polices and programs.

WIA'’simplementation has affected workforce policies and proceduresin Texas
mainly at the margin. Most of the policies, structures, and approaches called for under
WIA were already in place or under development in Texas several years before WIA was
enacted. And, itisno accident that Texas s policies and practices conformed well to the
provisions of WIA. A U.S. Senator acted to ensure that Texas and other states (e.g.,
Michigan, Utah) that had moved forward with comprehensive state workforce reforms
would be able to adapt to WIA with relative ease, hence the inclusion of explicit
“grandfathering” provisions. Texas took full advantage of these provisions initially as an
early implementing state and continues to do so.

Section |1. Leadership and Governance
A. Leadership

State legislators, agency administrators, the governor’s office, researchers, and
local practitioners all contributed to the development and implementation of the Texas
workforce system that emerged during the 1990s. Several studies conducted between
1991 and 1993 that were widely circulated among policy-makers strongly influenced the
nature and direction of Texas' s workforce development efforts.

In 1991, the Texas State Job Training Coordinating Council, chaired by a
Republican from Amarillo, issued areport entitled “ Creating a Human Investment
System in Texas: No Wrong Door” which called for the creation of amore rationa
system for workforce investments. That same year a senior researcher with the
University of Texas at Austin’s Center for the Study of Human Resources (now known as
the Ray Marshall Center) and former deputy to Democratic Governor Mark White (1983-
1987), authored “Building an Integrated Workforce Development System for Texas: A
Radical Blueprint for the Future” in which he outlined a comprehensive, demand-driven
model for restructuring Texas workforce development programs and services. An
informal task force, comprised of state and local representatives (e.g., Private Industry
Councils, providers) met aimost continuously in 1992-93, developing the outlines for
what would become comprehensive workforce reform legislation in mid-1993.

In December 1991, then-Lieutenant Governor Bob Bullock, a Democrat, charged
the Senate Interim Committee on State Affairsto “... study how responsive the state
workforce is to the changing economic needs of Texas. This study shall examine the
effectiveness of programsto assist the unemployed and the under employed, aswell as
policies designed to increase the productivity and employability of the citizens of Texas.”
A Democratic Senator from Houston was appointed the chair of the subcommittee
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responsible for carrying out this charge. The subcommittee’s November 1992 report, “A
Quality Workforce: The Premier Chip in a High-Stakes Game” recommended
restructuring the current “program-for-every-problem” approach. Key elements of the
recommended reforms were:

e Creating local, business-majority boards to be responsible for workforce
development in their local labor markets, including short- and long-term planning,
program control, coordination and evaluation of all training, employment, and
related programs, and establishing One-Stop Career Center workforce offices; and

e Consolidating workforce programs at the state level, including creating a state
human resource investment council and a new or expanded state agency to
oversee and administer all workforce and related programs. Thisintegrated
system of services would have common goals, performance measures, and
accountability. Programs targeted for consolidation in the report totaled more
than $1.12 billion (1992 dollars).

SB 642 in 1993 was the | egislative outcome of these reports, soon to be followed
in 1995 by HB 1863, which combined both workforce and welfare reform in the same
legislation. Until the waning days of the session, HB 1863 had been exclusively a
welfare reform bill focusing on time limiting cash assistance, instituting personal
responsibility agreements for caretakers, and other provisions. At the eleventh hour, the
Democratic Senator from Houston requested and secured permission from the Senate
president to amend the welfare bill with what he termed a friendly floor amendment: 105
pages of workforce provisions that his office had drafted. Despite several years of
discussion, these provisions had not been vetted in legidlative hearings nor had they been
subjected to public debate. Nor did most interested parties think workforce reforms stood
achance of passagein 1995. The original welfare bill was co-sponsored by a Republican
Representative from Kerrville and a Democratic Senator from Laredo, the chairs of their
respective human services committees. The bill was signed into law in June by then-
Governor George W. Bush, a Republican. Governor Bush’s office did not play an active
rolein crafting these reforms, but certainly took the lead in implementing them initially.®

The governor’ s office strongly supported and led the state’ s early implementation
of WIA. Direct involvement since that time has been largely delegated to the three TWC
commissioners that are appointed by the governor or the Council, which is part of the
governor’ s office. The Chair representing the public, and the Commissioner representing
business, have been especially engaged in workforce development policy-making and
implementation on a day-to-day basis, aswas TWC' sfirst chair, aformer state
representative who is currently president of the Texas Association of Business. The
TWC commissioners regularly address the quarterly meetings of the Workforce
Leadership of Texas (WLT), amembership group comprised of board chairs and
executive directors. WLT meetings serve as aforum for discussions of policy, regulatory
issues, performance measurement and management concerns, and special initiatives, and
serve as a vehicle for building consensus among state and local workforce interests.'°
The commissioners also shape policy direction for WIA and the Texas Workforce
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Network operations, particularly through the Division of Workforce Development and
the Office for Welfare Reform Initiatives.

The Council, which serves as the State Workforce Investment Board (WIB) under
WIA, exercises leadership by acting as a neutral convener of stakeholdersto promote the
development of a highly skilled workforce. It focuses on the strategic direction and
measurement of the broadly defined, integrated workforce development system that
addresses the needs of business and workers.

B. Governance and Decentralization

Under federal and state law, the governor resides at the top of the WIA or
workforce system governance pyramid. The governor designates workforce investment
areas and ultimately approves the state and local boards, strategic and operational plans,
and resource allocations. Supporting governance structures include the Council, TWC's
two major divisions, local elected officials, and local workforce development boards
(LWDBs or boards). The Workforce and Economic Competitiveness Act (SB 642) and
subsequent state legislation (especially HB 1863 and SB 429) provide for the formation
of the state and local WIBs and workforce investment areas in a manner largely
consistent with federal WIA legislation.

SB 642 also defines the chief elected officials responsible for local board
formation, application procedures for board certification, and the roles and requirements
of the board and the local workforce system, as well as the relationships between
mandatory and optional partnersin the One-Stop Career Center network and the array of
servicesto be provided. Chief elected officials must enter into a partnership agreement
with the board to designate a grant recipient to receive and be accountable for block grant
funds and to be liable for any misuse of funds. The partnership agreement must also
specify the entity that will administer the programs, which may be separate from the
grant recipient. SB 642 precludes the board from being a direct provider of services
(unlessit receives awaiver to do so) and requiresthat it devel op strategic and operational
workforce development plans, including the WIA strategic plan.

The Council is committed to the development of aworkforce system that
“promotes a higher quality of life through economic, employment, and educational
success.” ™t The goals of this system are to:

e Develop aglobally competitive workforce.
e Ensure an employer driven workforce system.
e Support current and future worker employment needs.

e Provide employers ready access to potential workers.

e Support awide range of sustainable employment opportunities for all Texans.
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e Provide relevant educational and training opportunities for current and future
workers.

e Support life long knowledge acquisition and skills development.

e Develop and coordinate partnerships among business, education, labor,
government and other communities of interest.

e System partners are accountable for the successful execution of their respective
workforce development system objectives and the continuous improvement of the
workforce development system.

Texas “grandfathered” the Council and the local workforce boards as the state and
local WIBs under WIA. The Council, with five business, five labor, two education, three
community-based organizations, and five state agencies represented, diverges
considerably from the required WIA structure with its business majority and broader
membership. The five agencies whose executive directors now sit on the Council are the
Texas Education Agency, the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, the
Department of Economic Devel opment, the Department of Human Services, and the
Texas Workforce Commission.? The four non-sitting agency partners that also provide
workforce services and which the Council includes when reporting common and system
performance outcomes are the Texas Commission for the Blind, the Texas Y outh
Commission, the Texas Department of Criminal Justice, and the Texas Rehabilitation
Commission.

Local boards are comprised of a private sector majority that reflects the
composition of the pool of local employers; chief elected officials are encouraged to
include an area s largest employers and employers in growth industries. According to
state law, other members must represent local labor organizations, community-based
organizations, educational agencies, vocational rehabilitation agencies, public assistance
agencies, economic development agencies, the public employment service, local literacy
councils, and adult basic and continuing education organizations. Additionaly, at least
one member must have expertise in child care or early childhood education and one must
be aveteran. Local boards may also serve as Y outh Councils under WIA.

The size of the board isalocal decision. For example the Gulf Coast board has
some 63 members, and the Capital Areaboard has 26 members.”* The WorkSource —
Gulf Coast Workforce Board, housed at the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC),
directs and manages a group of One-Stop Career Center contractors that provide direct
services through The WorkSource Career Centers throughout the 13 county region.**
WorkSource — the Greater Austin Area Workforce Board serves the citizens of the City
of Austin and Travis County.*® It coordinates regional activity with the Rural Capital
Area Workforce Board and the Central Texas Workforce Board, which respectively
serve nine and seven neighboring counties.

The contribution that state and local boards have made in workforce devel opment
isdirectly related to the quality of their staff and the caliber and involvement of
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individual board members. The Council’s executive director and staff, who are
administratively located in the Governor’s Office of Policy and Budget, have nurtured the
development of a comprehensive statewide workforce development system. They have
consistently articulated a vision of aworkforce system that is both productive (for
employers and workers) and accountable, and have helped to build a sense of common
purpose and shared responsibility among the divergent interests of the Council’ s member
agencies and stakeholders.

The Council has pursued a collaborative process to system development. The
Council has enjoyed the infusion of business sensibilities into the strategic planning
process, labor’ s advocacy of particular programs, and the increasing recognition of the
important relationship between education and livelihood prospects for the diverse Texas
population. Challenges still exist, particularly resolving continued tension between
academic and vocational pathways, gaining access to student-level datain order to assess
workforce outcomes, and building system capacity to target resources and meet the needs
of special populations, including individuals with disabilities and disadvantaged youth.

Many spokespersons indicated that workforce resources are not sufficient to
optimize the employment viability of all segments of the actual and potential workforce,
and as such, leadership must prioritize the allocation of resources and the menu of
services available to meet specific needs and achieve desired outcomes. In addition to
compliance with the WIA provisions of universal access, service sequencing, and
prioritizing of WIA services, state and local areas must make decisions regarding the
bal ance between immediate |abor force attachment (“work first”) and more costly human
capital development strategies, serving those with the least skills and education or
advancing the skills of incumbent workers, and paying for One-Stop Career Center
operating expenses.

Sinceitsinception in 1995, TWC has been the lead state agency for the major
employment and training programs, including WIA. Severa divisions and offices within
TWC work directly with local workforce boards and staff, and, while undergoing severa
internal reorganizations, the agency continues to provide oversight, monitoring, technical,
and regulatory support to the wider Texas Workforce Network. TWC administrators and
staff, including the commissioners, have been key players for setting the tone and
direction of state/local relations through policy development and the provision of
program support and technical assistance. TWC awards grants for specia initiatives that
align with state policy directions (e.g., incumbent worker training, industry sector
approaches, youth initiatives) and provides a small amount for local performance
incentives from WIA statewide reserves.

Section I11. Workfor ce System Planning
A. State Strategic Planning

Because of the quality of planning that preceded the act, WIA has had only
marginal effect on strategic planning for statewide workforce development in Texas.
WIA has been acknowledged for increasing capacity at TWC to provide technical
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assistance and review local plans, but Texas conducts a separate state strategic planning
process for workforce development that is far more comprehensive than the joint plan
submitted for WIA compliance purposes. The Council has been advancing state systemic
planning as required by state law since 1993. This process involves the development of a
shared vision, strategic alignment, and accountability across the relevant education,
workforce, and human services agencies. Currently, nine state agencies are engaged in
this larger planning process. Texas does not submit these more comprehensive “ unified”
plansto U.S. DOL for WIA purposes.

After spending much of the past year “planning for the plan,” the Council kicked
off the most recent five-year planning cycle for fiscal years (FY's) 2004-2009 in
December 2002 and anticipated that this broader strategic plan would be be completed in
September 2003.*° Texas will continue to submit ajoint WIA/Wagner-Peyser Act five-
year planto U.S. DOL as required under WIA.

Since 1991, Texas law has required comprehensive state agency planning. House
Bill 2009 established the initial requirements and time frames under which Texas
completed itsfirst planning cycle. Since then, the statute has been amended several
times, and state agencies must now submit an updated five-year strategic plan each
biennium. The agency plan outlines the vision, mission, goals, objectives, and strategies
as well as specific measures to assess progress. The nine state agencies that are involved
with workforce development align their plans with the goals and strategies of the
statewide strategic plan. In June 2002, TWC submitted its FY 2003-2007 strategic plan
to the Council and the Legidative Budget Board which traditionally prepares the state
budget to be debated and enacted by the legidature.

The WIA plan is prepared by TWC staff and approved by its commissioners
before being sent to the Council for review. It isthen forwarded to the governor for fina
approval and transmission to U.S. DOL. Itisnot fully considered “strategic” by severa
key spokespersons because of its limited scope in comparison to the broader state
strategic planning initiatives and is often viewed as more of a compliance document.
Nonetheless, the joint plan provides a helpful description of the goals, programs,
activities, services strategies, and other features of the Texas workforce network. Texas
sees little benefit in submitting a unified plan that may either resemble the “big staple” or
possibly reduce the state’ s flexibility regarding its self-directed navigation of the
workforce development pathways. The WIA plan identifies the universal group of job
seekers, the array of required and optional partnersin the One-Stop delivery system
network, the range of core, intensive, and training services, and other required planning
elements designed to benefit youth, adults, and dislocated workers and meet the needs of
business.

TWC, in consultation with boards and advisory committees, prepared the origina
five-year state joint strategic plan submitted for July 1999 implementation of WIA Title |
and Wagner-Peyser Act services. Planning preparations began shortly after the governor
requested and the TWC commissioners unanimously authorized early WIA
implementation in December 1998. At that time, TWC began correlating U.S. DOL’s
State Plan Guidelines “ Readiness Checklist” with a state-level road map of necessary
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steps for WIA implementation. Local input to the state plan was originally articulated
through the State-Local Policy Planning and Advisory Workgroup, comprised of local
board and state agency staff, a function the WLT has undertaken since then.” Local
elected officials, employers, state elected officials, the general public, and other
stakeholders provided comments.

The state modified the original plan, inserting technical amendments in August
2000, and most recently, submitted a magjor plan modification in November 2002. The
latter contained five requested waivers, four of which were granted by U.S. DOL/ETA in
January 2003 for program years (PYs) 2002 and 2003."® The waivers are designed to
increase state and local responsiveness to workforce needs, and to ssimplify provisions
that may adversely affect service delivery. Texas has retained the work-flex designation
it acquired under JTPA as part of its WIA strategy for mediating the limitations of “silo”
restrictions to which workforce partners are subject.

The November 2002 modified plan explicitly recognizes the current weaknesses
in the state’' s labor market indices (e.g., rising unemployment, declining opportunitiesin
key industries) as well as significant changes in the current and projected demographic
and educational characteristics of the population. In response, it highlights some of the
state’ s responses to meeting the shifting needs of employers and the changing
circumstances faced by job seekers. These include “alternative funding concepts’ like
the Skills Development Fund and the Self-Sufficiency Fund, which are supported by state
general revenue, that link employers, education, and training providers, including
community colleges, providers, job seekers, and, to some extent, economic devel opment
entities. APEX Grants (funded with WIA statewide reserves), performance bonuses, and
other initiatives have also funded incumbent worker training, sectoral initiativesin health
care and information technology, literacy projects, and professional development projects
for educators, among others. TWC also has encouraged the use of Work Opportunity and
Welfare-to-Work Tax Credits and the TANF State Tax Refund to subsidize wages for
targeted, harder-to-serve populations. Central to all these initiativesis Texas's stated
interest in promoting local flexibility and responsiveness.

B. Local Planning

Texas had also initiated integrated workforce planning at the local level as
required by state law (SB 642 and HB 1863) prior to WIA that contained strategic and
operational components covering the programs and services contracted at the board level.
WIA was originally envisioned as a catal yst to continue and improve local planning
procedures and operations with a clearer focus on youth, dislocated workers, adults, and
the universal population in a seamless service delivery setting. Since 1999, boards have
moved from atwo-year to afive-year planning cycle with annual modifications. These
plans parallel the unified plans envisioned in WIA.

The strategic section of the local plan identifies stakeholders and partners,
assesses local needs, and articul ates the strategic vision. It servesto tailor effortsto local
needs, to identify and evaluate the effectiveness of programs, and link local strategic
visions with those of the state and the nation. The operational section isthe “how to” part
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of the document that lays out the service delivery approach for the multiple programs at
the One-Stop Career Centers, addressing operations, services to employers and job
seekers, procurement practices, and customer satisfaction. In general, those programs
contracted or block granted to the boards have included WIA Title | adult, dislocated
worker, and youth services, TANF Choices, Food Stamp Employment and Training,
Wagner-Peyser Act Employment Services, Welfare-to-Work, and subsidized child care
services.™

TWC technical assistance and guidance efforts help local boards develop
integrated plans that are consistent with the state’ s strategic vision. Local staff prepare
the consolidated plans required by the act. Current planning guidelines contain a series
of targeted questions to which board staff respond, along with template assurances and
other required elements. Staff consider this processto be largely compliance driven and
devote minimal resourcesto preparing it. For example, the Gulf Coast board simply
assigned specific planning questions and tasks to pertinent staff in order to compile the
document, presenting the plans to their respective boards for approval and advancement
to the state.

Upon receiving the local plans, TWC reviews them for compliance with planning
guidelines and requirements. TWC forwards acceptable plans to the Council for
alignment with goals and objectives of the state strategic plan and consistency with the
state’ s governance and operational guidelines. Local boards are required to adopt certain
objectives that support statewide strategic goals, adopting additional state or local
objectivesisoptional. The Council recommends satisfactory plans to the governor for
final approval. After the governor’s approva, TWC may begin the contracting process
for funding the local boards.

C. Summary Analysis

WIA planning procedures generally support processes already initiated and
supported by state legidation in Texas, more so at the local level than the state level. At
the state level, Texas submits a WIA strategic plan that is often viewed as a compliance
document, but that also serves useful purposes. It falls short of state workforce strategic
planning and system-building efforts that have been implemented since the early 1990s
and which receive far greater attention than WIA'’ s required state procedures.
Nevertheless, WIA provides a flexible framework in which the state has grandfathered
many structures and practices, while providing an opportunity to refine its system
planning and measurement procedures. Also, because of the grandfathering option, the
level of involvement and types of contributions to the planning process made by business,
education, community, or government representatives have not substantially changed. At
the local level, planning procedures dovetail nicely with WIA’s unified planning option.
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Section I V. System Administration: Structure and Funding
A. System Overview

The Texas Workforce Network links state and local governance, administration,
and service delivery structures. As previously stated, the principal entities at the state
level are the governor’ s office, the Council, and TWC, the lead state agency for all major
workforce programs. Three full-time, paid commissioners oversee TWC administrative
and operational policies and programs and serve as the appellate body for Ul claims.
TWC’ s Workforce Development Division provides policy, planning, evaluation, training,
and technical assistance to the 28 Local Workforce Development Boards. (See Appendix
A, Figure 2 for an organizational chart of the TWC Workforce Development Division in
2002.)® TWC has moved towards more local control of the workforce system and
encourages the boards—within acceptable parameters—to set the strategic vision for the
use of workforce funds allocated to their area. TWC convenes quarterly and annual
meetings of state and local staff and administrators for training and technical assistance
on topics that have included management information system and labor market
information updates, performance management, and best practices for workforce service
delivery. Nationally recognized expertsin the scheduled topics often present workshops
and lead discussions at these meetings.

Statewide, some 270 local One-Stop Career Centers operated by a mix of private
and some public contractors that are competitively procured by the boards perform direct
service delivery functions.? The network strives to be an employer-focused, locally
directed system. It isa public/private collaboration of business |eaders, community-
based organizations, One-Stop Career Center contractors, service providers, and
state/local government agencies. Theloca boards—chaired by an employer
representative and with majority business membership—have also been grandfathered
under WIA. Aspart of its decision to exercise the grandfathering option, Texas choseto
establish the boards as both the WIBs and the youth councils, rather than create separate
entities for each. TWC strongly encouraged local boards to establish youth advisory
groups that mirrored the basic requirements for a youth council. Some local boards have
created standing youth advisory groups.

B. Workforce Investment Board Administered and One-Stop Career Center
Programs and Services

Texas has transformed its workforce devel opment system over the past decade,
substantially rationalizing the provision of workforce services at the state and local level.
Most of the major workforce funding streams have been devolved to the boards, which
receive block grants to procure services with One-Stop Career Center contractors.?
These programs include WIA, TANF Choices, Food Stamp Employment and Training,
Welfare-to-Work, child care, and related special initiatives. Additionally, through PY
2002 local TWC program staff delivered Wagner-Peyser Act ES, Veterans Services,
Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) and North American Free Trade Act (NAFTA-
TAA), and RIO services. TWC has administrative responsibility for each of these
programs, though in some instances responsibility for parts of service delivery and
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reporting may be shared with other agencies (e.g., Choices with the Department of
Human Services, RIO with the Department of Corrections). Boards and contractors
specify management and collaboration procedures with TWC-staffed programs in their
local planning document.

One-Stop Career Centers also provide information for Ul claims, but applications
are taken either through regional call centers or online at HireTexas.com (which will soon
be replaced by WorkInTexas.com, Texas' s planned labor exchange and labor market
information portal). Claimants must register for work at the One-Stop Career Center or
register online. (See Appendix B, Table 1 for state/federal funding streams and
programs, lead state agencies, local administrative entities, and formal connecting
mechanisms with the One-Stop Career Centers in the Texas Workforce Network.)

Boards also procure services, particularly for WIA youth services, that are
typically delivered at locations in the community other than the One-Stop Career Centers.
For example, the Capital Area’s' Y outh Employment Project (Y EP) contracts for a
continuum of youth services with four collaborating organizations.>® A YEP
representative has only a part-time presence at the center.

A number of the boards also make direct grants to support ancillary efforts like
sectoral approaches, and other special initiatives related to workforce and economic
development. Both the Capital Area and Gulf Coast boards actively contract for sectoral
workforce development initiatives with labor market intermediary organizations.

Other entities that provide workforce-related services may be voluntary partners
in the service delivery network. These include those that provide vocational rehabilitation
program services, secondary and postsecondary vocational education, HUD programs,
and Job Corps, among others. Texas also encourages the involvement of community
action agencies and Community Development Block Grant programs locally.

The hybridized staffing arrangement, where state merit staff work alongside local
contractor staff, is consistent statewide. Texas has utilized this approach for several years
to address the JTPA/ES staffing issue that arose in the mid 1990s. The actual number of
staff involved varies depending on the client volume in the One-Stop Career Centers. In
general, staff tend to be specialized working with specific programs and participants in
the larger centers and more generalized in smaller offices.** TWC encourages cross-
training for contractor staff and will be developing integrated case management pilots.
TWC staff usually focus on categorical programs, except for Wagner-Peyser Act staff
who might work resource areas, conduct workshops for multiple program participants,
provide labor market information, or work with job development and placement
activities.

C. Memoranda of Understanding and Partner ship Building

Memoranda of understanding (MOUs) are required of all partnersin the Texas
workforce system. TWC prepared atemplate or “umbrella’ MOU for interagency
cooperation at the state and local level, aswell asan MOU checklist for board use with
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required and optional partners. “Umbrella’ MOUs may be prepared or entities may enter
more specific bilateral agreements. Each board is required to maintain one or more
MOUSs that set out the obligations of the board and each partner associated with service
delivery available on-site or by referral from One-Stop Career Center staff.

In addition to MOUs prepared at the board’ s option, TWC requires or
recommends boards to have MOUs:

e Between the board and center contractor for each block-granted program (e.g.,
Choices, Food Stamp Employment and Training, WIA);*

e Between the board and certain program entities (e.g., Adult Education,
Apprenticeship, Senior Community Service Employment Program);

e Between the board and TWC for state-administered programs delivered at One-
Stop Career Centers (ES, Veterans, TAA, Ul, and RIO programs);

e With recommended partnersin Texas that are required under WIA (e.g.,
Vocational Rehabilitation and other disability programs, postsecondary vocational
education, Job Corps); and

e With optional partners that are recommended in Texas (e.g., Texas Department of
Housing and Community Affairs, Community Development Block Grant,
Independent School Districts).

Perceptions of the utility of MOUs vary. Many felt that mutual understanding
built over time was more effective at reinforcing collaboration than aformal document.
For the most part, at the state and local level MOUSs are seen as compliance exercises that
at times can be a useful starting place for mutually beneficial exchanges between
agencies and programs. In other instances, they might not be effective at all.

Many local staff of the boards perceive TWC' s MOU checklist as an unnecessary
compliance exercise. Nevertheless, they have little problem meeting this requirement.
Among those entities with which MOUSs are prepared, vocational rehabilitation and
disability programs operated by the Texas Rehabilitation Commission and the Texas
Commission for the Blind are reportedly the most difficult to coordinate with One-Stop
Career Center services.

Gulf Coast is a noteworthy exception, having developed an outstanding
relationship with the regional director and staff of the Texas Commission for the Blind,
which is backed by an MOU. The commission posted a staff position for a workforce
liaison in Houston to work with the board to help the blind and visually impaired meet
their employment goals. To do so, the Texas Commission for the Blind and the Gulf
Coast Board has worked to improve the accessibility of equipment, basically through
appropriate technol ogies such as screen readers, zoom text, and audio software Job
Access With Speech (JAWS); networking for employment; and staff training for
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disability awareness. The Capital Area has developed asimilar arrangement that depends
on mostly donated equipment.

Other boards have devel oped good relations with programs for popul ations with
special needs. TWC has offered guidance on best practices at the quarterly workforce
meetings in an effort to boost relations.

D. Education and Youth
1. Education

Community colleges have long been the major provider of education and skills
training for the workforce system. This relationship was impeded somewhat during the
early implementation of WIA due to combined effects of national and state policies that
de-emphasized referrals to training and the introduction of WIA eligible training provider
(ETP) requirements. Community colleges considered both the initial and subsequent
eligibility determination procedures established for the Texas Training Provider
Certification (TPC) process onerous during WIA'’ s early implementation. Texas has
since sought and received U.S. DOL permission to simplify certification for exempt
education institutions, which are now only subject to initial certification requirements
through July 2004.

Another WIA feature that was thought to present operational challenges early on
because of weak clarification at the federa level did not persist in Texas. Procedures for
using Individual Training Accounts (ITAs) after Pell Grants were easily established.
Neverthel ess, one community college reported that processing of ITA payments, which
are subject to a 45-day window for invoicing, was occasionally confounded by staff
turnover at the One-Stop Career Centers.

Possibly more important is that many shorter term and intensive training
opportunities offered at community colleges and other providers fail to qualify for Pell
Grants to begin with—community college courses must meet a minimum of 360 hoursto
qualify their enrolleesfor Pell Grants. This feature acts as a considerable barrier to
participating in training for many disadvantaged residents with low skills and education
levels.

Beyond these more global observations, relationships between workforce
development programs and community colleges actually vary significantly across and
within workforce areas. For example, of the nine community college systemsin the 13-
county Gulf Coast area, Houston Community College (HCC), the largest education
provider in the area with five major campuses and 18 total sites, has been actively
involved, as has North Harris Community College, which was formerly a Welfare-to-
Work Competitive Grant recipient. Alternatively, another large Gulf Coast area
community college system indicated that it was content to remain distant from and has
had less interaction with the employment and training system under WIA.

In addition to degree and certificate training programs—all of which must meet
industry or trade skills standards—HCC provides short-term intensive services such as
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those that teach “ soft skills,” GED and ESL, or prepare students for the Texas Academic
Skills Program (TASP), an examination required for postsecondary enrollment. HCC has
also received Skills Development Grants from TWC to work in partnership with local
businesses providing customized training to individuals for locally available jobs. %

With these grants, HCC has offered retail training to some 4,000 individuals and

provided certified nurse assistance and other technical training in collaboration with the
Health Industry Sector Committee of the Greater Houston Partnership, one of Gulf

Coast’ s active sectord initiatives.

With five workforce development deans and a long history of involvement, HCC
is dedicated to preparing and maintaining a high quality workforce in the Houston area.
HCC actively serves disadvantaged populations in the area and a so works with the four
local youth centers.

In order to be more efficient, HCC and the board have whittled the number of
programs submitted to the TPC system from 150 programsin PY 1999 to just 44
programsin PY 2002. Their strategy isto seek certification for only those programs that
align with demand or targeted occupationsin the area, an approach now common in
Texas.

The Capital Areaboard has an extensive relationship with Austin Community
College (ACC). Both the board staff and a WorkSource Career Center are housed at two
ACC campuses. ACC isalso deeply involved in the industry sector committees,
particularly those for health care, semiconductors, and construction. ACC initially
struggled with the cumbersome TPC system requirements, but plodded through because
of its strong commitment to workforce development.

Many were concerned that Texas sinitia provider certification requirements had
far exceeded those required by the federal government, having opted to forego exempting
postsecondary educational institutions that were eligible to receive federal funds under
Title 1V of the Higher Education Act and that offered programs leading to a degree or
certificate. Texas had requested awaiver to eliminate the “all-student” reporting
requirement for subsequent eligibility determination; this request was denied in January
2003. Instead, U.S. DOL allowed Texas to extend the period of initial eligibility through
the end of PY 2003, thus allowing the community colleges, the largest provider of
training services, to avoid some of the more onerous reporting requirements.

2. Youth

In Texas, “grandfathered” workforce boards also constitute the local youth
councils called for under WIA, but they may choose to establish separate youth advisory
groups. Capital Area has established a youth advisory “committee” that includes
members from the school-to-career network, intermediary organizations (e.g., the Capital
Area Training Foundation), education, and the private sector. Gulf Coast has
recommended youth advisory committees for each of its 36 officesin order to ensure that
youth services are attached to local needs and resources. Both boards believe that the
career prospects for youth can be served best through business, education, and
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community-based partnerships. Thereis no separate state youth council. TWC has
provided quarterly youth forums for the Texas Workforce Network in order to improve
the quality of youth services under WIA.

Gulf Coast offers WIA Y outh servicesin its One-Stop Career Centers. The board
also opened four youth centers and four school-based projects in lower-income
communities of Houston. The youth centers are funded by Y outh Opportunity Grants to
provide pre-vocational skills, academic remediation, and other services.

The WIA Y outh program in the Capital Areaisamost exclusively focused on the
YEP. YEP isacollaboration of four organizations whose goal isto help young people
complete high school and transition to postsecondary education, training, or employment.
Services offered include career counseling, GED or high school equivalency training,
computer training, job readiness training, career exploration, community involvement,
leadership skills development, tutoring, and job shadowing. The partners are
Y outhWorks, a nonprofit charter school that offers job training and placement services as
part of its educationa and project-based learning programs; the Austin Area Urban
League; Communities-in-Schools, a school-based social services provider; and Goodwiill
Industries of Central Texas.

E. Stateand L ocal Workforce Investment Board Funding I ssues

In 2000-01, Texas spent nearly $860 million for the administration and delivery
of employment and training services funded by the various programsin the Texas
Workforce Network. The Gulf Coast and Capital Areas accounted for about $172 million
and $23 million of those expenditures, respectively. (See Appendix B, Table 2 for
detailed expenditure data for Texas and the two boards.) Child care expenditures account
for alarge share of these expenditures—approximately $412 million at the state level,
$83 million in the Gulf Coast Area, and $12.4 million in the Capital Area—an amount
roughly twice as large as the amounts spent on all WIA Title | activities and services.”’
Total WIA Title | expenditures for Texas, Gulf Coast, and Capital Areawere around
$212 million, $40 million, and $5.3 million, respectively.

Although most programs in the Texas Workforce Network and funding sources
are driven by the federal law and regulations, effective October 1997 the Texas
Legislature authorized the creation of two significant state funds for job training, the
Self-Sufficiency Fund and the Skills Development Fund. TWC administers both funds
through its Employers' Customized Training Unit.

The Self-Sufficiency Fund, with a $6 million allocation of TANF funds for the
2002-03 state biennium, providestraining to TANF and Food Stamps recipients with
children. Local boards submit approved joint applicationsto TWC. One applicant must
be a business and the other a public community or technical college, qualified nonprofit
organization, or higher education extension agency. Grants are awarded to the
educational entity that serves as the training provider. During 2000-01, TWC awarded 24
grants totaling nearly $12 million that served 195 businesses that had made a
commitment to train and/or retrain 3,607 individuals at an average hourly wage of $8.36.
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The Skills Development Fund, which was financed through a state appropriation
of $25 million in the 2002-03 biennium, supports customized training for new or existing
jobs at prevailing wages for occupations that are in demand in the local labor market.
Grants are awarded to partnerships between businesses or labor unions and public
community or technical colleges, qualified nonprofit organizations, or higher education
extension agencies. InFY 2001, TWC awarded 39 grants totaling over $12.5 million to
businesses and consortiums to train 6,612 individuals for new jobs and to retrain
approximately 6,500 individuals for existing jobs with an average hourly wage of $12.55.

For WIA’sfirst three years, TWC used state reserve funds to influence the
direction of workforce system development by competitively awarding grants to local
boards for specific purposes. During PY 1999, TWC put out $7 million for a high-tech
initiative and $1 million for a series of youth and disadvantaged populations projects.
The following two years, these funds were used for projects proposed by boards that met
guidelines established by TWC; sectoral initiatives were highly encouraged in 2000 and
2001. For PY 2002, TWC loosened the competitive procurement approach, having
decided that the request for proposal response, review, and award process consumed
unnecessary time at the state and local level. Approximately $10 million dollarsin state
reserve funds will be granted to boards that submit a request to fund locally selected
projects. While TWC hopes that the boards will continue to use these funds for sectoral
and other innovative initiatives, there is some concern that they will use these resources
mainly to support board and One-Stop Career Center infrastructure. Other grant
opportunities remain competitively awarded.

As mentioned earlier, Texasis challenged by financial resource limitations to
meet the employment and training needs of all Texans—whether they be incumbent,
future, unemployed, or disadvantaged workers—despite the considerable investments
being made. Moreover, at both the state and local |evel, spokespersons noted the irony
that WIA dedicates no funds for business services, despite its promotion of employers as
primary customers of the workforce system. Additionally, several individuals at both
state and local level articulated the need for more flexible WIA funds. At thelocal level,
administrators and staff identified several funding issues, including: overlapping funding
cycles (e.g., WIA Y outh funds are released in April and others released on a program,
federal, or state fiscal year cycle); the shortage of child care funds and concerns about the
equity of state/local allocations; and the potential increase of the Choices caseload in a
period of flat TANF funding. Asin other states, continuing funding for One-Stop Career
Center operations, given the demise of federal grants, is also an important issue for many
administrators in Texas; most sense that maintaining and upgrading One-Stop Career
Center infrastructure drains dollars from training and would prefer adirect funding
source.

In order to address what it saw as unnecessary constraints on the use of WIA
funds and limits on local responsiveness, Texas leaders sought and received two of three
waivers related to more discretionary spending in the modified five-year strategic plan it
submitted to U.S. DOL in December 2002.% Texas can now:
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e Waive therequired 50 percent employer match for customized training (WIA Sec.
101(8)(c)). The employer match now ranges from 10 to 50 percent and will be
determined by the quality of the training and the transferability of the skills
attained; and

e Waive the 20 percent limit on transferring funds between Adult and Dislocated
Workers programs (WIA Sec. 133(b)(4)). The state can now approve loca
requests to transfer up to 100 percent of allocations between the funding streams.

The state al so sought to waive the 15 percent limit on funds for statewide
activities for WIA Adults, Dislocated Workers, and Y outh programs, in order to give the
governor the discretion to set the amount placed in reserve. These reserves would then be
returned to the local boards to fund programs and services of their own design (with
fewer federal restrictions). U.S. DOL denied this request.

Section V. One-Stop Career Center Organization and Oper ations
A. Stateand Local Overview

For the last several years, the Texas Workforce Network has been the umbrella
term for the state agencies, boards, contractors, and One-Stop Career Centers that
comprise the state workforce system. TWC, the lead state agency for most workforce
programs, provides policy direction, operational planning, technical assistance, and
program monitoring and oversight to the 28 workforce boards. TCWEC, the state WIB,
isresponsible for strategic planning and evaluation of the workforce system. The 28
local boards contract for employment and training services that are delivered at some 264
One-Stop Career Centers throughout the state. One-Stop Career Center contractors have
responsibility for direct service delivery. The One-Stop Career Center delivery system
model itself evolved from state efforts that dovetailed with federal One-Stop Career
Center delivery system support prior to the implementation of WIA. The act has
provided a platform for further development and innovation of career centers within the
Texas Workforce Network.

Under state law, Texas has both “required” and “optional” partners whose
programs or services may be staffed and delivered on-site or through referrals; the nature
of these service delivery relationshipsisreinforced by MOUs. The required Texas
Career Center partners are the entities that administer the following program servicesin
the local workforce devel opment area:

o Titlel of WIA for adults, dislocated workers, and youths;
e Food Stamp Employment and Training services,

e TANF - Choices services,

e Subsidized child care services;

e Welfare-to-Work block grant services,

e Wagner-Peyser Act Employment Services;
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TAA and NAFTA-TAA services,

Veterans' Employment Services;

Adult education activities;

National Literacy Act services;

Non-certificate postsecondary career and technology training;

Senior Texans Employment Program (STEP) services;

Apprenticeship training;

National and Community Services Act;

Project RIO, a corrections-based employment and training program; and

Unemployment Insurance.

Other entities that provide services of benefit to workforce development,

including federal, state, and local programs, as well as programs in the private sector,
may be voluntary partnersin the One-Stop Career Center service delivery network. These
entities include, but are not limited to, those that provide:

Vocationa rehabilitation program services (for example, Texas Rehabilitation
Commission, Texas Commission for the Blind);

Migrant and seasonal farmworkers employment services and other entities
providing servicesto this group, including WIA funded organizations;

Secondary and postsecondary vocational education and training activities;
Community Services Block Grant programs;

Employment and training services provided through grantees of the U. S.
Department of Housing and Urban Devel opment;

Job Corps services for disadvantaged youth; and
Native American programs.

Through its Center Certification team, TWC provides information and technical

assistance to the boards and contractors regarding the certification process for One-Stop
Career Centers. Texas distinguishes between offices that meet either full or basic service
standards. Basic standards are initial standards to get centers up and running, ultimately
leading to their full service status, which must be achieved within twelve months. Basic
standards include sequenced services, labor market information, core services for major
programs delivered through the career centers, individual service strategies, and other
features common to One-Stop Career Centers, including Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) compliance. At full-service status, centers must meet certain spatial,
infrastructure, and service delivery requirements, such as a customer-friendly waiting
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area, procedures for quick access to the broad array of services, customer satisfaction
mechanisms, transparent management and staff training procedures, full-service labor
exchange, and case management for special populations.

Board and center contractors compl ete a self-assessment process prior to on-site
review by TWC staff that determines their readiness status. Under state law, One-Stop
Career Centers are also required to have MOUSs in place with all mandatory partners, to
which they may add voluntary partners. The MOUs are contained in the local plan, which
must be approved by the chief elected official(s) in each area.

Staffing arrangements in Texas combine elements of a basic statewide model with
local discretion for staffing that fits the board’ s service delivery model.*® The consistent
state element has been a hybridized staffing arrangement in the One-Stop Career Centers
in which TWC Employment Services and other categorical program staff share the same
work environment as contractor staff of the programs that have been block granted to the
boards.

The Capital Area’ s staffing arrangement in the Eastview Career Center, which
serves about 200 clients aday, istypical of an average size office. The program
specialists (contractor staff) at the office include four Choices staff, two Food Stamp
Employment and Training staff, and four WIA staff (who work with both adult and
dislocated workers), in addition to the center manager, an assessment specialist, an
information technology specialist, and three or four support staff. TWC staff include four
Employment Services staff, one RIO staff, one Veterans' Services representative, and one
Work Readiness workshop facilitator. The site, which islocated at an ACC campus and
offers ready accessto the college’ s admissions and financial aid counselors, also hosts an
employee of WorkSource Child Care Solutions, the area’s child care contractor, and
several other partners. The latter includes a staff person from Goodwill (a WIA Y outh
Services contractor), Job Corps, and the City of Austin Experienced Workers Program
(an older workers project). Employment Services personnel usually provide universal
services and staff the resource areas, but the board now requires contractor and partner
staff to conduct these front-end activitiesaswell. In the Capital Area, Employment
Services personnel assigned to the local areaat all One-Stop Career Centersreport to a
single supervisor. At local discretion, partner agencies may have a part- or full-time staff
presence in the career center as well.

The Gulf Coast has adopted a functiona specialization approach within its
franchise model for the One-Stop Career Centers. Each office will have staff whose titles
and job descriptions feature the following tasks:

e Greeterswho triage and direct customers to the appropriate person to meet their
employment needs;

e Resource room specialists who provide overview, access, and basic assistance to
job seekers who may benefit from universal services;
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e Employment counselors who help match skills and desires of job seekers with
employer needs, and facilitate workshops,

e Personal services representatives who provide traditional case management
services, including development of the employment plan, for categorical program
participants;

e Financial aid representatives who help make fiscal arrangements for education,
ITAS, child care, and other services purchased from authorized vendors; and

e Assessment/testing specialists who select and conduct standardized tests that help
to determine ajob seeker's skills, knowledge, aptitudes, and other factors of
employability. *

Despite the use of different nomenclature, client flow is similar across sites. A
front desk receptionist or greeter will attempt to get basic identifying information and
direct individuals in the manner appropriate to their needs and the services that they
might be seeking.®* Clients who may seek services beyond those self-directed options
available in the resource area are usually encouraged (or required in the case of Choices,
Food Stamp Employment and Training, and Ul Worker Profiling) to attend a center
orientation, after which they may request or be directed to an individual appointment
leading to eligibility certification, assessment, and preparation of an employment plan.*
Beyond the required partners present on-site, the array of optional partnersislocally
determined. Neither Gulf Coast nor Capital Area house vendor servicesin the One-Stop
Career Centers.

B. Employer and Business Engagement

Texas first began moving toward a workforce system that was more responsive to
the needs of businessin 1993, and is presently accelerating the pace at both the state and
local level. Despite the “employer-driven” description of the Texas workforce system,
demand- and business-oriented features have not been equally endorsed or attempted by
all boards and contractorsin the state.*®* Encouraged by the TWC commissioner who
represents business, many boards have become more proactive, and both the Gulf Coast
and Capital Area are among those boards that are pursuing innovative paths for business
engagement. A number of them, including the two in our study, have been moving
aggressively in this direction on their own as well.

Practitioners have been pursuing improvements in their business services
administration to meet the workforce needs of employers more effectively. Standard
employer services available, many of which are standard labor exchange services,
include:

e Pre-employment screening services;
e Interviewing and employer-administered testing services,

e Job matching services;

118



e Posting and maintaining job orders,
e Assistance with downsizing, mergers, and layoffs; and
e Technical assistance with government regul ations and programs.

TWC recently created a new Office of Employer Initiatives that will help
coordinate workforce and economic devel opment efforts with local boards. One
initiative will give preference for Skills Development Fund awards to proposals that link
boards, community colleges (as training providers), and economic development. TWC
retains a separate office for administering Work Opportunity Tax Credits (WOTC) and
Welfare-to-Work Tax Credits.** TWC also has funded board proposals that promote
sectoral approaches for better serving business through WIA statewide reserve funds.
Nevertheless, employer and business engagement remains largely aregional functionin
Texas.

Additionally, in order to better integrate and assess business engagement, the
Council has been striving to establish system performance measures with a clear focus on
employers well beyond the WIA and Wagner-Peyser Act customer satisfaction measures
mandated by U.S. DOL. System measures for business include entered employment,
employment retention, employer participation, and customer satisfaction. The employer
participation measure is based on TWC datarelated to market penetration, i.e., the
number and rate of employers who post jobs on the system, and has probed others, such
asthe median cycletimeto fill ajob order. In early 2003, TWC was preparing to
propose a further series of labor exchange employer measures with additional focus on
the timing and rate of job placements for Ul claimants.®

Both the Gulf Coast and Capital Area boards have reorganized their business
services sections and supported sectoral approaches, as have other areasin the state. The
Gulf Coast board has redirected some $4.2 million from One-Stop Career Center fundsto
replace amélange of business services independently operated by workforce center
contractors and state Wagner-Peyser Act staff.*® The board is in the process of
centralizing regional business services by contracting with Employment and Training
Centers, Inc. (ETC) as a new employer services entity for FY 2003. The new structure
will eliminate some past features and incorporate others to better serve the 90,000
employersin the 13-county region.

Under the new model, contractors will dismantle their in-house business services
units, which were unevenly developed across the five One-Stop Career Center
contractors. (Houston Works! and Interfaith Training and Education Program (ITEP)
already had well devel oped business services units.) The employment services unit at the
board bears responsibility for oversight at the board level. The unit is comprised of a
manager, who is supported by two industry liaisons and three account executives. One
liaison will work with ETC to coordinate mini-grants, WIA loca and state reserve funds,
and other resources that can be directed towards incumbent worker assistance. The other
liaison is assigned to staff the Health Care Industry Steering Committee, a sectora
initiative of the Greater Houston Partnership. The account executives will assist with the
development of short-term training activities associated with career pathways (e.g.,
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certified nurse assistant in the health care industry), make targeted employer
presentations, and, with the help of One-Stop Career center staff, identify closings, mass
layoffs, or mergers that may require outplacement services.’

ETC, with its executive coordinator, five senior business coordinators, and 47
frontline business coordinators, will be the primary point of contact with employers. A
standard marketing package has been prepared and priority rankings established for
business contacts. The priority employer list ranks firms with more than 100 employees
in targeted industries highest, followed by firms of more than 500 employees, and lastly,
employers with a history of using One-Stop Career Center services.*®

The last staff component for business servicesin the Gulf Coast areaisthe
traditional TWC employer services unit comprised of a centralized unit of approximately
20 individuals in Houston, complemented by 10 field staff assigned to rural areas. These
staff will continue to help meet business needs by taking job orders.

The Health Industry Steering Committee is a noteworthy example of collaboration
among business, education, and employment and training entities to increase, improve,
and retain aviable workforce in a critical sector. Stakeholders realized that escalating
medical costs, tight labor supply, skills gaps, and increasing demand for health care
services had to be addressed. An independent study by the University of Houston that
aggregated conditions across 13 major health care providersin the region revealed that
the growth potential in the sector was even greater than TWC’ s labor market information
and analysis had estimated.

In response, the steering committee decided to address four interrel ated issues:
marketing industry jobs; education capacity; government as a partner; and work
environments. Work is reportedly progressing on all four fronts. Many spokespersons
respect the steering committee as amodel for providing excellent business services that
align well with the employer-driven principle articulated in WIA.*®

The Capital Areaboard isalso involved in sectoral workforce development
approaches initiated by the Capital Area Training Foundation, ACC, and other partners.
The Capital Area Training Foundation, the education and workforce arm of the Greater
Austin Chamber of Commerce, convened industry representatives and organized steering
committees in several industry sectors, including health care, semiconductors,
construction, automotive service, and hospitality. The board has received grants from
TWC to staff industry clusters through the foundation. Though operating on a somewhat
smaller scale than the Gulf Coast initiative, the health care cluster has been recognized
nationally for its success at bringing together industry, educators, and the employment
and training community to create economic opportunities, prepare the workforce, and
address health care labor issues.

Employer servicesin the Austin area have been transitioning from an emphasis on
basic job posting and matching services to meeting afull range of business community
needs. The shiftin emphasisisin part due to the change in center management, but has
also been influenced by statewide concern for more responsive business services. Job
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development and placement had been integral to the local business services unit, which
was deeply involved in Rapid Response and Dislocated Worker efforts due to massive
layoffsin the local economy.

C. Operational |ssues

Despite continuous progress in the development of the Texas Workforce
Network, several issues have not been adequately resolved. These include:

Tensions between system development and local service delivery. An area of
local concern isthe pace and extent to which TWC can fulfill its aspirations as a
workforce policy guidance, monitoring, and technical assistance agency. Some board
staff feel that TWC is prone to becoming too involved in managing the details of service
delivery. For example, boards, which ostensibly have control of child care funds, have
been directed to prioritize access (given resource limits) to child care for former TANF
recipients exiting transitional child care assistance or for those who are eligible, but
forego benefitsin favor of workforce services. While this may support employment
retention and reduce welfare recidivism, it also interferes with the exercise of local
discretion to equally serve other working poor families.

Similarly, some spokespersons suggested that TWC is overly risk-averse as
indicated by the initial over-stipulation of WIA €ligible training provider certification
requirements. In some instances this disrupted rel ationships between boards and
community and technical colleges. The relationship between the state agency and local
administrators and staff is further strained by turnover and organizational restructuring at
both levels accompanied by the loss of institutional memories. Thisrequiresa
continuous redevelopment of working relations in an outcomes-oriented context, a
situation itself open to rifts between the TWC, the boards, One-Stop Career Centers, and
other providers.

| dentity crisis within One-Stop Career Centers asthey try to balance elements of
a business services model with the more prevalent social services model. TWC and
many boards have increasingly articulated strong support for a more business-oriented
workforce preparation network, a position that rubs against the orientation of most
categorical programs. Those delegated to the boards are more “second-chance” programs
related to some form of public assistance (Choices, Food Stamp Employment and
Training, Welfare-to-Work). Even WIA retains priority access to training for lower
income individuals and families.

Welfare related programs are driven strongly by a “work first” approach, asis
WIA to alesser degree with its sequencing-of-services provisions. As such, the generad
perception of One-Stop Career Centers as a provider of first choice among employers for
high-skilled workers, incumbent worker training, managers, professional, or other
workforce needsis at most limited. TWC and the boards are diligent about adopting a
more business services model, but doing so requires an institutional realignment of
programs within the centers that is difficult, if not impossible, given their categorical
policies and performance requirements.”® Having business representation on the state and
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local boards has contributed to the advancement of a more business-oriented model, but
challenges remain, particularly resolving the Texas Workforce Network’s poor image
among employers and its capacity to supply both high-skilled and low-skilled, entry-level
workers.

Transitional relationships between contractor staff and TWC Wagner-Peyser
Act Employment Services and other program staff. Pay scales, holidays, insurance, and
other benefits may be sources of contention between private and public employeesin the
current hybridized staffing model. Texas supports the elimination of the merit staffing
requirement for the delivery of labor exchange services—a position supported by some
local administrators as well—and has begun to further privatize positions currently held
by public employees, as evidenced by the scheduled transfer of TAA and RIO programs
to the boards in July 2003. While the structure whereby One-Stop Career Center
operators have planning and limited management responsibilities over state employees
(who also serve TWC supervisors and program managers), as well as contractor staff,
works adequately in most locations, some centers struggle with the relationship that can
be confounded by the current wage/benefits mismatch and uncertainties concerning job
security.

Limited resources for One-Stop Career Center operation and for adequate
servicesfor all customers. Efficient and effective operations are challenged by resource
limits. Computer hardware and software upgrades and expansion of resource areas due to
increased demand for access require an infusion of cash, likely drawn from funds
previously used for other services. Centers and boards do not have enough funds to
provide services for business and meet the employment and training needs of all active
and potential workers. The latter is particularly acute in Texas because of the rapidly
changing demographics characterized by an increasing minority and immigrant
population who often lack the language, education, and career advancement skills
necessary to participate in the new economy.

I nconsistent definitions and program reporting practices undermining WIA
data reliability and equity of accessto services. Program performance and management
reports may at times be misleading. For example, what constitutes “credentials,” which
must represent consistent skill levels that are recognized by local employers, islocally
established and may vary considerably across sites. Similarly, despite TWC guidance
regarding eligibility, registration, and client flow provided viatechnical assistance
guides, performance accountability and discretion at the local level may influence
workers to withhold or delay participant registration.** Once registered, the timing of
termination and the avoidance of soft exits are tactics used by some to further reduce the
risks of weak program performance. The potential for limiting accessto servicesisaso a
concern, particularly when dealing with populations most in need of employment and
training services.

D. One-Stop Career Center Contracting and Cost Sharing
For state FY 2002, the boards executed 38 different contracts for One-Stop Career

Center political subdivisions of the state (six), labor unions (one), municipal districts
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(one), and private consultants (two).* Boards also contract for the administration of
child care servicesin their areas. A single for-profit, Affiliated Computer Services State
and Loca Solutions (ACS), held 13 of these One-Stop Career Center contracts in 2002.
Three boards awarded separate management and staffing contracts (i.e., Capital Area,
Central Texas, and Texoma). One of these (Central Texas) awarded the contractsto
political subdivisions, i.e., local councils of government. The other two procured
manager services from a private consultant and hired a professional employer
organization to administer personnel services. Several other boards are currently
considering such an arrangement, despite the fact that these have become quite
controversial in the past year.**

The WorkSource — Gulf Coast Workforce Board has five One-Stop Career Center
contractors; *®

1. Interfaith of the Woodlands/ITEP, a nonprofit organization (501C-3) associated
with the Texas Industrial Areas Foundation;

2. ACS, aprivate for-profit;

3. Community Services Program of Harris County AFL-CIO, alabor union
organization formerly associated with the United Steelworkers of America;

4. Houston Works!, USA, a nonprofit organization that formerly operated JTPA
programs for the City of Houston; and

5. SER-Jobsfor Progress of the Texas Gulf Coast, another nonprofit (501C-3) that
supports the economic advancement of minorities.

Having multiple operators produces a regional working environment that is both
competitive and cooperative. They share the common interest of meeting the needs of
arearesidents and businesses. To do so, they have many similaritiesin service delivery
practices associated with the One-Stop Career Center franchise model promoted by
H-GAC, aswell as severa years of observing and adapting from the successful practices
of one another. Nevertheless, they are each expected to meet their share of the
performance measure, and failure to do so could lead to the awarding of their contract to
asuccessful local operator.

The Gulf Coast area currently has 28 full-service One-Stop Career Centers and
eight satellite centers with another satellite in the planning stage.”® During 2001-02, the
board consolidated two downtown Houston offices and converted five others to satellite
offices. Houston Works! and ITEP are now the largest One-Stop Career Center operators
inthe area. Houston Works! operates seven One-Stop Career Centers and four youth
centers. The board contracted with ETC as a new employer services contractor for state
FY 2003, and renewed its contract with Neighborhood Centers, Inc. to administer child
care services for the region. The board also procures providers for special projects and
services. Interfaith Training and Education Program operates three offices, including two
satellite offices.
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The Gulf Coast board promotes a “franchise model” for its contractors, so
nomenclature, staffing, and service delivery procedures are similar across contractors and
offices. All full-service One-Stop Career Centers are called “ The WorkSource Career
Centers’ and have similar staffing and service delivery models (much like larger offices
throughout the state), except for the configuration of business services sections, which
has recently become centralized. Houston Works! had awell developed business
services section for its offices, and ITEP s Galveston Office also served as the human
resources office for the University of Texas Medical Branch-Galveston, screening and
placing hundreds of job seekers annually.

WorkSource - Greater Austin Area Workforce Development Board operates three
full-service One-Stop Career Centers, four satellite offices, and a reemployment center
that primarily servesindividuals affected by mass layoffs. The layout and staffing
configuration of the three One-Stop Career Centersis similar to that in the larger
workforce areas in the state, subject to variationsin the building structures.

The reemployment center was established in 2001 as part of the Rapid Response
and Dislocated Worker efforts initiated to combat the substantial layoffsin the high-tech
sector. Between 2000 and 2002, the Austin arealost some 28,000 jobsin thissingle
sector. In Texas, Rapid Response is administered at the state level, but operated at the
local level.

Since the contracting arrangements preceded WIA in Texas, there has been no
significant change subsequent to WIA implementation. Performance-based contracts for
up to five years with an annual renewal option are procured at the board level for one or
al of the One-Stop Career Centers. Because responsibility for the magjor programs
located at the One-Stop Career Centers resides with the contractor, cost sharing is not an
important issue. (Nevertheless, boards must decide how to allocate available funds
between childcare, partnerships, and One-Stop Career Center support.)

Turnover among contractors varies from areato area. For instance, the Gulf
Coast has retained five of its six original One-Stop Career Center contractors for several
years, only Harris County has withdrawn. Alternatively, the Capital Areais now on its
fourth contractor and has shifted to a professional employer organization and center
manager model under its current contract. Both nonprofit and for-profit entities have
been deficient providers from the board’ s perspective. The board did not renew the
contract for the original nonprofit contractor (SER-Jobs for Progress) due to poor service
delivery practices and weak performance outcomes. The original contractor was replaced
by Lockheed Martin IMS, which in turn sold their statewide operationsto ACS. The
board terminated its contract with the for-profit ACS in May 2002, afew months before
the contract was dlated to end. The board replaced ACS with the manager/professional
employer organization model in an effort to reduce administrative overhead by up to
$500,000 per year and to devote alarger share of its declining resources to training
services. These transitions have led to turnover in center management and staff and
uncertainty regarding job security, wages, and benefits, except for the Wagner-Peyser Act
Employment Services and other state merit staff. Under its new model, the board hopes
to create greater continuity in staffing and promote more effective service delivery.

124



One-Stop Career Center contracting in the Gulf Coast has not been without its
own controversy. A delegation of board members attempted to stop the FY 2003 renewal
of the contracts for SER-Jobs for Progress of the Texas Gulf Coast and for the
Community Services Program of Harris County AFL-CIO. A coalition of community
and labor members of the board was able to deflect the effort, despite concerns regarding
the performance records of these two entities compared to other contractorsin the area.

In the past, the Gulf Coast’s five separate contractors procured additional services
from third parties, but the area has been moving toward direct delivery of primary
services. As mentioned earlier, the board also procures services from other entitiesin the
area. Until recently, prospective One-Stop Career Center operators bid afixed dollar
amount for managing the offices and providing a subset of services. Now, prospective
bidders must identify staff and client service targets, the provision of core, intensive, and
training services, and administration. The cost of center operations (e.g., rent, utilities) is
fixed based on historical data.

An array of contracts, grants, and agreements characterizes the relationships
between the Capital Area Workforce board and arange of providers. Beyond the MOU
checklist indicating the range of required and optional partnersin the local workforce
network, the board has procured services with its One-Stop Career Center manager, the
consortium that operates the WIA Y outh program, and the child care provider. It hasaso
provided grants for literacy, high-tech initiatives, and other services with more flexible
state and federal dollars, aswell as support for the Capital Area Training Foundation to
continue its industry cluster/sectoral approach. All these relationships operate under a
contractual arrangement, but are not competitively procured. Lastly, the board has an
array of providers for itsintensive/basic skills services. These are reviewed and approved
by the board. Clients with case manager consent can then select from among these
services, the costs of which will be reimbursed from WIA or another appropriate funding
Stream.

Section VI. Servicesand Participation
A. Individual Services

Texas Workforce Centers provide universal access to resources and services that

include:

e Career resource library;

e Labor market information;

e Job listings and referrals;

e Computer banks and Internet access,

e Interest and aptitude testing;

e Job placement assistance;

e Professional workshops and seminars; and
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e Community referrals with partner agencies.

These services are available to all incumbent, unemployed, and future workers, including
adults with little or no work experience, individuals with disabilities, and current, former,
and at-risk welfare recipients. Many of these basic or expanded services are funded by
Wagner-Peyser Act Employment Services or WIA dollars. Employment services staff, as
well as staff funded by other programs, provide these front-end services. Individuals
referred, determined eligible, and registered in categorical programs may receive
additional services funded by that program (e.g., TANF Choices, Food Stamp
Employment and Training, Welfare-to-Work, TAA, and RIO). There are also targeted
programs and services, such as Worker Profiling for Ul claimants; Employment
Retention and Advancement pilot, and Self-Sufficiency Funds for present and former
Choices participants; and the Skills Development Fund for unemployed and incumbent
workers. Most services for in-school/out-of-school youth funded by School-to-Career,

Y outh Opportunity Grants, or WIA Y outh funds are delivered at other locations. Across
these and other efforts, the Texas Workforce Network strivesto provide accessto a
comprehensive array of job readiness, job search, education, training, and career
information services to advance the employment goals of itsresidents. To date, it has
been more geared to serving low-income and welfare populations than it has been to
serving better skilled/better paid workers, including those in managerial and professional
occupations.

Labor exchange is one of the core functions of the One-Stop Career Centers, and
the services of private staff and public merit staff, as well as automated systems are
available to provide these services. Labor exchange in the One-Stop Career Centersisa
primary function of Wagner-Peyser Act Employment Services staff who might help
individuals master the automated job search tools in the resource areas, create or improve
their resume, or register for work, either on paper or on TWC'’ s automated labor
exchange website, among other duties. Contractor staff funded by other program
resources may and often do perform these tasks as well. For example, the Gulf Coast’s
staffing model makes no distinction between employment counselors employed by the
state or the contractor; al have placement targets they are expected to attain.”’ In the
Capital Area and the Gulf Coast Area, job development, job order placement, and job
order filling are key functions of the business services units as well.

Computer job search has amyriad of paths in the One-Stop Career Centers. In
addition to HireTexas.com (soon to become WorklInTexas.com), clients have web access
to America’s Labor Market Information System (ALMIS), America s Job Bank, and
other private labor exchange services, aswell as all of the associated links. The Capital
Areadeveloped its own labor exchange system as part of the Virtual Career Center built
by a private contractor, Geographic Solutions, in partnership with the City of Austin and
alocal human services coalition, the Community Action Network. Handouts distributed
at WorkSource orientations identify dozens of websites to assist job seekers. None of the
One-Stop Career Centers visited were able to validate the use rates of these alternative
labor exchanges or the career development and |abor market information sites linked to
them.
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Tracking of unassisted users of universal services has been done by paper and
electronic sign-in; swipe cards are also being considered. Users currently provide basic
registration information, and occasionally reveal what services they will use at the
centers. Staff may enter thisinformation in The Workforce Integrated System of Texas
(TWIST) to get a One-Stop delivery system service credit, the Job Service Management
Information System, or both. TWC has encouraged boards to track self-directed services
more closely. Boards have approached this differently; some, like the Gulf Coast board,
made no effort to track unassisted services during early WIA implementation, but are
doing so now. The Capital Areahas had electronic tally mechanismsin place (users of
the resource areamust “sign in” electronicaly), but their use and reliability were
guestionable.

The bloom of self-assisted universal services under WIA, particularly accessto
computers, phones, and fax machines, has stimulated a growth in foot traffic in all of the
One-Stop Career Centers visited for this research. Many experience waiting lists for
computer access during peak periods; the lists serve as a vehicle to capture basic
registration and user information in some offices. The effect on Ul claimants has been
unclear. While some may register for work online at HireT exas.com from off-site
locations, others may be doing so with computers in the resource areas or with paper
forms at the One-Stop Career Centers. While exact numbers are not available, many
claimants are introduced to center services if they are outreached for arequired worker
profiling orientation.

TWC requires Ul claimants to register with Employment Services and to
participate in One-Stop Career Center reemployment services. Texas has adopted the
call-center model for claims processing. Administrators view this as a vast improvement
over the old decentralized model, where claims were filed in person in TWC offices.
Under that system, local office staff—whether with Ul or Employment Services—were
suspected of sometimes providing inconsistent or incomplete information. Centralization
and separation offer the opportunity to provide consistent training and accurate
information. Under this design, Ul staff specialize in claims-related activities, while
One-Stop Career Center staff concentrate on reemployment activities.

The Worker Profiling and Re-employment System (WPRS) also links the One-
Stop Career Centers and the Ul system. The profiler selects laid-off workers who are
most likely to exhaust their Ul benefits and prioritizes them for reemployment services.
All claimants who receive afirst payment from Ul are profiled. The only exceptions are
claimants who are affiliated with a union hiring hall or who have a definite recall date.
Clientswho are profiled may also be eligible for WIA dislocated worker services.

Clients may be called in by TWC staff or by service providers designated by the
local board. TWC provideslists of those who receive their first week of Ul benefits
identified by board, zip code, and profiling score. Local offices then schedule
orientations at the One-Stop Career Centers for those listed, based upon the capacity of
thelocal office. Cal-inlevelsand response rates reportedly vary. Some One-Stop
Career Centers like the Galveston Workforce Center invite all claimants on the lists,
scheduling extra orientations if necessary; others just schedule one or two orientations a
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week and only call in enough individuals to potentially fill the session after allowing for
non-responders. The Capital Area s Eastview Center holds orientations for profiled Ul
claimants twice weekly.

Worker profiling has been required by federal law since the early 1990s without a
specified funding stream. In Texas, WIA monies are used to support WPRS. Funds are
distributed based on previous-year activity levels for each workforce area and on their
proportionate share of the profiled population that receives ajob referral.

Additionally, Texas has initiated several other efforts to enhance coordination
between Ul and the One-Stop Career Centers, including:

e Establishment of a Employment Services/Ul workgroup specifically dedicated to
improving efficiency and coordination;

e Agency reorganization so that Ul policy and the Workforce Division (aswell as
childcare) report to the same deputy executive director;

e Inclusion of required strategies to serve Ul claimantsin annual plan modifications
for Local Workforce Development Areas; and

e Development of a“serviceto Ul clamants’ benchmark in the agency incentive
rule for local One-Stop service delivery units. *®

One-Stop Career Center staff lack a consistent method for identifying Ul claimants who
are using self-directed services statewide. However, Texas may be leaning towards
developing such an approach, as outcomes, particularly placement rates being introduced
as new performance measures for local boards.

In the Gulf Coast area, amajor function is the provision of financial aid services,
which are the responsibility of the board’ s financial aid representatives. Financial aid
services include:

Tuition/books and scholarships for education and training, including ITAS;

e Limited transportation support;

e Dependent care;

e Emergency family expenses (shelter, usually, supplemented by food or clothing);
e One-timework-related expenses (buy tools, uniforms, etc., to facilitate work);

e Occasiona relocation allowances or out of area job search alowances; and

e Stipends (usually limited to assistance provided for trade-affected workers and paid
as extended Ul).
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The Gulf Coast uses all allowable revenue sources (i.e., WIA, TANF, Food Stamp
Employment and Training, Welfare-to-Work, Child Care Devel opment Funds) to pay
financia aid costs; services provided and costs are tracked/assigned to the sources for
which the resident has been found eligible* The board set agoal of using 20 to 25
percent of its WIA money for financial aid, most of which is used for education
scholarships, transportation, work-related, and emergency expenses. A portion of that
money goes for dependent care, most of which is paid for using Child Care Devel opment
Funds and categorical child care funding streams. Financial aid representatives may also
provide a customer with afinancial aid package that includes money from some other
source (e.g., Pell Grants, private scholarships, grants-in-aid) combined with resources
available at the One-Stop Career Center. TANF s*Choices Plus’ provides financial and
other servicesto those at risk of entering or returning to the public cash assistance
program.

Texas defines WIA services as contained in the act and regulations and abides by
the WIA sequencing of core, intensive, and training services.™® TWC does not mandate a
minimum time period for participation in core services before participants can advance to
intensive or training services.™ By design, WIA-€ligible individuals are registered
immediately prior to their enrollment in their first intensive service; registration is
automatically recorded in TWIST when this service is entered.*® Boards are encouraged
to pre-register individuals who obtain core services by entering the date, name, Socia
Security number, address, phone number, and services received in TWIST (using the
One-Stop Intake screen). These data allow TWC and local boards to track participation
in core services.>

Core services can be provided by any One-Stop Career Center staff (e.g., WIA,
Employment Services). Core servicesinclude:

e Outreach and intake (which may include worker profiling and orientation to the
information and services available through the One-Stop delivery system);

e Job search, job referrals and placement assistance, and career counseling;

e Provision of labor market information, particularly employment prospects and
skills requirements;

e Information about filing claims for unemployment compensation, the eligible
provider list, local workforce performance measures, the availability of support
services, including child care and transportation, and other One-Stop delivery
system partner services;

e Assistancein determining preliminary eligibility for welfare and other
programg/activities not funded under WIA, but locally available;

e Use of theresource areaincluding Internet browsing, job information, and
training searches, "How to" group sessions (e.g., resume writing);
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Follow-up services for employed, registered WIA participants;

Initial assessment of skill levels, aptitudes, abilities, and supportive service needs,
and

eligibility determination prior to WIA registration.

WIA eligible adults and dislocated workers who have received at |east one core

service and are deemed in need of more advanced assi stance may be registered and
enrolled in intensive services, which include:

Comprehensive assessment of the client’ s skills and service needs;

Development of an individual employment plan to identify appropriate
employment goals, objectives, and the combination of servicesto achieve them;

Group counseling;

Individual counseling and career planning;

Case management (for participants seeking training services);

Job search assistance;

Short-term pre-vocational services;* and

Other intensive services allowable under WIA, e.g., out of areajob search
assistance, literacy activities related to basic workforce readiness, relocation

assistance, internships, and work experience.

Individuals who have participated in intensive services and have not entered or

upgraded their employment and are determined in need of and qualified for training
based on case management assessment may be enrolled in one of the following training
options:

Occupational skillstraining, including training for nontraditional employment;
On-the-job training;

Programs that combine workplace training with related instruction, which may
include cooperative education programs,

Private sector training programs;
Skill upgrading and retraining;

Entrepreneurial training;
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e Job readiness training;

e Adult education and literacy activities provided in combination with services
described in the above training activities; and

e Customized training conducted with a commitment by an employer or group of
employersto hire or retain completers.

Marketing of workforce services has been largely alocal initiative. Participation
of administrators and staff in community events, and at trade, business, and other
association meetings has been a major method, as has the distribution of brochures, and
information packets. The Gulf Coast board and Houston Works!, one of its primary
contractors, have also participated in media campaigns with radio and television spots,
usually announcing special employment opportunities for inner-city residents or
fatherhood initiatives for young noncustodial parents. TWC has considered a statewide
effort, but has yet to initiate amajor campaign. Recent considerations may have lost
steam because of the sluggish economy, tight agency budget, and inconsistent “branding”
of Texas Workforce Centers. Since 1998, the TWC commissioner for business, has made
nearly sixty presentations to the Texas Business Council, which represents some 26,000
employers. Over time, recognition of the Texas workforce system among the council’s
member businesses has increased from 30 percent to 60 percent.

“Texas Workforce Network” and “ Texas Workforce Centers’ are terms that are
readily comprehended by practitioners and policy-makersin thefield. The general public
in substate areas does not automatically recognize such names. In their local areas,
boards use different identifiers for themselves and the One-Stop Career Centers. Locally,
One-Stop Career Centers are generally called Workforce Centers and Career Centers,
usually preceded by the board’ s brand name or geographic reference. For example, “The
WorkSource Gulf Coast Career” centers were previously “ Gulf Coast Career Centers,”
and sometimes even included the contractor’ s name, as in “Houston Works! Gulf Coast
Career Centers.” Thisisdifferent from the “WorkSource Career Centers’ operated by
the WorkSource -Greater Austin Area Workforce Board, previously known as the
“Capital Area Workforce Development Board” which operated “ Capital of Texas
Workforce Centers.” Other boards, like “Cameron Works, Inc.,” i.e., the Cameron
County board, simply operates “ Texas Workforce Centers.”

B. Participation

WIA registers only asmall share of al individuals who participate in One-Stop
Career Center services, but undoubtedly “touches’ thousands more who never proceed
beyond self-assisted core services. Texas served nearly 77,000 individualsin WIA Title |
programs in 2000-01, more than 13,000 of whom were served in the Gulf Coast Area; a
much smaller share—around 1,300 individuals—received assistance in the Capital Area.
By comparison, Texas served over 1,500,000 individuals, the Gulf Coast over 300,000,
and the Capital Area some 56,000 with Wagner-Peyser Act Employment Services funds,
albeit much lessintensively. TANF Choices served nearly 130,000 individuals statewide,
and around 11,500 and 2,000 individuals in the two substate areas. WIA is nevertheless
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the major training program, and its provisions shape many of the practices of the Texas
workforce system. Clearly, WIA funding—at $212.3 million in PY 2000—dwarfs both
the TANF work program ($74.7 million) and Wagner-Peyser Act ($40.5 million) streams.
(See Appendix B, Tables 2, 3, 3a, and 3b for program expenditure and participation data.)

As mentioned earlier, access to WIA training has been uneven in Texas, and the
reported use of ITAs has been low.> Several reasons for this have been cited, including
theinitial perception that U.S. DOL had promoted a“work first” approach in WIA, an
approach that continues to resonate with some administrators and staff, including TWC
leadership. Moreover, the prominence in the One-Stop Career Centers of welfare-related
work programs, themselves built upon rapid labor force attachment, had already set a
tone and direction for local service delivery models. Structural financial disincentives for
contractors—they were not alowed to capture allowable indirect costs from funds
expended through ITAs, which are considered a pass-through—and difficulties with the
Eligible Provider Certification process may have also reduced access to training.

At present, the Gulf Coast and Capital Areas are very concerned with improving
access to training for those individuals for whom these services are deemed beneficial.
While Gulf Coast has been one of the leading boards in terms of emphasizing access to
training, the Capital Area had been struggling with a contractor that was less inclined to
provideit. Both boards are now also involved with industry-specific training through
their participation in sectoral initiatives that include new and incumbent worker training.
These efforts target higher wage and higher skilled jobs in demand industries. The Gulf
Coast board plans to use more ITAsfor training in the health care sector.

Section VII. Market Mechanisms: Their Use and Effects
A. Labor Market | nformation

Texas has long been aleader in the provision of high quality labor market
information at both the state and local scales. TWC and Career Devel opment Resources
(CDR) have made this information and the tools to analyze it readily accessible to local
areas for planning and service delivery under WIA Title | and related programs. Equally
important, it provides employers and job seekers ready access to the latest information
regarding current situations and trends.

Texasistrying to coordinate labor market information with other systems,
including TWIST case management and performance management functions, automated
labor exchange, the Training Provider Certification system (TPC), and others. For
example, emerging occupations identified by labor market information for the local board
operational plans can be categorized by the Classification of Instructional Programs
codes that are used in the TPC and TWIST, thus linking employment opportunities with
education and training options that can be integrated with the case management,
reporting, and performance management functions of TWIST.

The types of labor market data made regularly available from the Texas labor
market information program include:

132



e Unemployment rates and labor force;

e Wages by profession;

e Employment and wages for counties/state;

e Monthly employment estimates for metropolitan areas/state;
e Race and gender statistics;

e Economic profiles;

e Consumer priceindex;

e Futurejob growth;

e Businesses classified by number of employees,
e Occupational snapshots;

e Earnings and hours worked in selected aress,

e Information by industry type;

e Layoff statistics; and

e Maps.

These reports are available at different geographic levels (e.g., city, county, MSA,
workforce area), in print as well as automated formats, some of which are interactive (for
example, see http://www.twc.state.tx.us/Imi/lmi.html).

The Labor Market Information Office islocated in the Workforce Information
Analysis and Reporting Division at TWC, which also contains CDR, formerly State
Occupational Informational Coordinating Committee (SOICC.) CDR has produced
severa highly acclaimed technology-based tools for career exploration, self-assessment,
and education/training provider information that complement and support the other 1abor
market information products. CDR’smission isto provide useful information about
careers, educational training options, and jobsto help students, educators, parents, job
seekers, and others make informed career and educational decisions. Some of the leading
edge products and tools devel oped by CDR include the Data for Educational and Career
Informed Decisions for Everyone (DECIDE), Texas OSCAR, and SOCRATES, each of
which is described briefly below.

SOICC, CDR’s prior incarnation, introduced DECIDE Consumer Report System
during the summer of 1999. Originally supported by U.S. DOL as a component of the
national ALMIS initiative, DECIDE permitted Texas to be the first state in the nation to
implement WIA’s consumer reporting requirement. The DECIDE system expanded upon
earlier Texas student/learner follow-up efforts that matched information on education and
training participants from multiple sources (e.g., community and technical colleges,
workforce programs, proprietary institutions) with “achievement” databases (e.g., Ul
wage records, postsecondary enrollments, federal and military employment) to measure
outcomes.”®
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The Occupation and Skills Computer-Assisted Researcher, or OSCAR, also was
developed under a grant from U.S. DOL, originally as a vehicle to showcase occupational
skills and transferable skills sets identified in the new O*NET database and was targeted
to serve dislocated workers in transition to new careers.”’ CDR has prepared two
versions of OSCAR, for Internet and computer-based uses; in 1998, CDR released the
first Windows version of OSCAR, which contained Texas labor market information. The
second Windows version, available in early 2001, also included the U.S. Department of
Education/Office of Vocational and Adult Education’s career clusters, a second O*NET
assessment tool (the Interest Profiler), and national 1abor market information.

The State Occupational Career Resource and Training Employment System, or
SOCRATES, isan Internet-based tool for regional labor market analysis that provides
information used for board planning under WIA and for other purposes. It isused to
identify targeted industries and occupations, labor market research, and promising
training prospects. It permits users to produce narrative reports based on local input to
supplement the available automated data on trends and other forecasts.

Local board staff have been trained in the use of SOCRATES to produce labor
market information for planning purposes, particularly the identification of demand
occupations. Unfortunately, the outputs are based on historical data and projected trends,
which are not receptive to sharp short-run changes in occupational opportunity. Both
local areas expressed concern about demand occupations that have tanked, including, for
example, semiconductor manufacturing and software production in Austin. Job seekers
still perceive opportunities in these occupations, a perception reinforced by their
identification on a demand-occupations list, and are upset when program staff will not
support training in these fields at thistime. In Austin, job seeker disappointment over this
issue has reportedly been manifested in unfavorable responses on the customer
satisfaction survey.

TWC has responded to these concerns by publishing guidelines that remind
boards to add or eliminate occupations from their demand list or modify their integrated
local plan. TWC aso recognizes and encourages the use of “local wisdom” in the
narrative section of SOCRATES that may incorporate verifiable anecdotal information
and locally collected datainto the area’ s data-driven labor market analysis.™®

The quality, availability, and use of labor market information actively supports
WIA's principle of informed consumer choice based on sound market analysis, a
prominent feature in Texas workforce programs since at least the mid-1980s. Y et,
despite this extensive array of labor market information and automated resources, neither
state nor local practitioners were able to estimate the extent to which such labor market
and career information technologies as DECIDE and OSCAR were actually being used
by job seekers or counselors in the One-Stop Career Centers. One state administrator
expressed deep concern about the wisdom of continuing to invest extensive time and
resources in these tools unless local area staff were adequately trained in the usefulness of
these tools and encouraged the public to use them.
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Field visits further substantiated the need for better technical assistance and
training of frontline workers on the various labor market information and career
development tools. Most of their technical attention is directed to automated |abor
exchange, specifically the forthcoming WorkInTexas.com website, and keeping abreast
of developmentsin TWIST and other automated databases used by One-Stop Career
Center staff.

B. Individual Training Accountsand Provider Certification

The use of ITAswas sluggish early in Texas's WIA implementation in large part
because of WIA service-sequencing provisions and a perceived “work first” orientation at
the federal level, as well as an overheated labor market.>® Early on, with few exceptions
(e.g., Gulf Coast, Dallas), boards were providing little or no training compared to the
|atter days of JTPA.%° The recent shift towards a more demand-driven, business-oriented
system and the economic decline has reinvigorated interest in training and the use of
ITAsat thelocal and state levels.

Beyond some early uncertainty regarding prioritization of Pell Grants, there were
no significant difficulties reported regarding the establishment of ITA service delivery
practices (eligibility, authorization, payment levels, and procedures). Nevertheless, ITAs
did have market ripple effects. Annua payment caps are set at the board level and tend
to vary widely; for example, the payment cap is only $3,500 in the Gulf Coast, but is
$15,000 in the Capital Area. Reportedly, private training in the Gulf Coast was
frequently “ packaged to price;” that is, vendors pegged their prices to the maximum
allowable. Capital Area' s cap appears to be extremely generous, but is misleading. Very
few individuals received access to education and training when the private, for-profit
corporation operated the Capital Area Career Centers.®*

Texas s original paper-based training provider certification application procedure
was introduced in July 1999, and was widely regarded as cumbersome. TWC
leadership’s decision to build an “audit proof” system fully in compliance with the law
almost drove away community college systemsin several areas of the state.®* Reporting
by program and location for community colleges with several campuses and numerous
two-year associate degree and one-year certificate programs yielded an inordinate amount
of paperwork. Increased automation and alignment of applications with targeted
employment have eased the process, but difficulties with accessing student learner
outcomes remain a challenge for higher education and the TPC system.®® Additionally,
TWC staff expressed the concern that providers have let their certification lapse in order
to reenter the system under the more lenient initial certification requirements.

Texas s automated WIA TPC system was originally linked to DECIDE, but took
on new directions when TWC chose to build an Internet-based system accessible to
providers and consumers. In January 2001, responsibilities for TPC were contracted out
to aprivate consulting firm, which spent more than a year developing and refining (at a
cost of several hundred thousand dollars) a model that contains provider application
capacity, information on policy and procedures, the ability to produce system
management reports, and the statewide list.** Thefirm has since withdrawn from the
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relationship, and TWC is under budget constraints that are limiting its ability to track
trends in usage or to produce ad hoc queries and “canned” reports.

The TPC System allows customers to search training opportunities by location,
area of study, or provider name. Resultsindicate providers, area of study, hours, credit
status, cost, Pell eligibility, and board identification. A subscreen contains more detailed
information regarding skill sets acquired, primary occupational areas, and program
requirements. Most importantly, the TPC System can provide data regarding numbers of
participants, completion rates (or numbers of graduates/|eavers), the employment rate,
average hourly wage at placement, and the average quarterly wage.

Whether the system is supporting its objective of assisting informed customer
choice is debatable; reverse referrals are common and many customers have a preference
for training for a particular occupation, prior to reviewing the list. Employment
counselors can provide assessment and guidance, but ultimately the pursuit of training is
apersona choice. Moreover, despite covering some 4,500 programs (down from 9,000
to 10,000 in earlier years), some practitioners think the TPC System'’ s range of choice has
narrowed unnecessarily compared to conditions under JTPA, in part because of the
certification process and low numbers of referrals.

The TPC System will be supported by other efforts currently in development.
The Workforce Development Division and Duration Software, Inc., have been working
on the web-based Learner Outcomes Tracking System (LOTS) since January 2001;
implementation is expected early in 2003.° LOTS will gather student-level educational
program information from private sector providers as well as post-program outcomes.
“Business areas’ relevant to LOTS include:

e Proprietary schools: in fulfillment of the completion, placement, and employment
datarequired by Chapter 132, Texas Education Code;

e Eligible training providers: optional assistance for training providers seeking
initial certification or certification renewal under WIA;

e Trade adjustment assistance;
e Veterans education; and

e Employers customized training: training through both the Skills Development
and the Self-Sufficiency Funds.

TPC is also supported by WIA datain TWIST.®® WIA Adult and Dislocated
Worker training activity is linked to a specific provider/program/location in TWIST to
help produce WIA TPC Performance Reports, in addition to broader program outcomes
for the general population of completers/leavers used for the TPC statewide provider list.
The provider’s Federal Interagency Commission of Education Code and/or proprietary
school number and Classification of Instructional Program code are used to identify
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providers and types of training. Ul wage records data are also regularly linked with
TWIST information.

C. Performance Standards and I ncentives

The Texas workforce system has arichly textured web of performance
management tools including federal, state, and local performance measures; federal/state
and state/local standards; and federal, state, and local incentives. Additionally, Texas has
astrong state tradition of performance-based planning and budgeting, which has also
influenced One-Stop Career Center contracting. Despite the recognized value of
performance accountability, there is concern that the current performance measures and
standards may produce unwanted results.

TWC and the boards are currently accountable for 35 performance measures, 28
of which are federal and seven are state. Thisincludesthe 17 WIA measures and others
required by the Legidlative Budget Board or state/federal regulations. These measures
relate to performance in the TANF Choices, Food Stamp Employment and Training,
Welfare-to-Work, child care, Wagner-Peyser Act Employment Services, RIO, and WIA
programs. Local standards set for these measures are specified in the contracts between
TWC and the boards. The Council, TWC, and operating agencies (Texas Education
Agency, Higher Education Coordinating Board, and others administering workforce
programs) also relate directly to the Legislative Budget Board and the governor’s office
in setting statewide system performance measures and standards that align with strategic
planning.

Although the state is now accountable for achieving WIA goals “ negotiated” with
the federal government, Texas shares responsibility for attainment with the boards.®’
TWC initially employed aregression model to apportion local standards for the first
years of WIA. TWC determined annual targets, which were also automatically adjusted
on amonthly basis for performance reporting. (The customer satisfaction standard is the
exception; it isnot adjusted.) In FY 2002, the state suspended use of the regression
model, whose utility had become questionable as WIA data matured. Currently, most
boards are accountable for achieving unadjusted levels of the negotiated standards.

Texas introduced a state-level customer satisfaction survey in January 2001 for
business and participants that used the second quarter of PY 2000 asits baseline. Boards
are required by their contract with TWC to attain the customer satisfaction standard,
which is set at the same rate for al boards and the state annually. Survey results are
scored at the board level and aggregated to determine the statewide rate. The Public
Policy Research Institute at Texas A&M University conducts the survey of program
exiters and businesses that had placed job orders or that had received “ substantial
services.”

The process for business customers had originally encountered difficulties
determining who had received substantial servicesin the ES/Job Search Matching
System. TWIST incorporated data fields to track substantial servicesin November 2001.
Moreover, many feel that the survey, aggregated across the sample for the workforce area
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and conducted afar of the point of service, fails to capture the true experience of area
employers, revealing little or nothing that could be used as a basis for improving business
services. The survey originally contained the three federally required questions and two
locally optional questions. Only 12 of the 28 boards el ected to use the optional questions
and they were dropped. Boards aso conduct their own, more detailed customer
satisfaction surveys. The Gulf Coast board worked with Saurage Research, Inc. to
conduct an extensive survey of participants and businesses in 2002.

TWC prepares a Monthly Performance Report (MPR), based on TWIST, child
care, and Employment Services data, that informs boards and staff of their performance
status on each of the measures. In addition to reporting federal and state measures for
workforce programs that are block granted or assigned to the boards, the MPR contains a
monthly “scorecard” for WIA performance that ranks every board in the state.®® The
scorecard methodology is straightforward. At the board level, the percentage of each
goal achieved is determined, and the average for all goalsis calculated. Boards are then
ranked according to their overall average in groups that include “all,” “large,” and
“small” boards.®

Poor performanceis abasis for corrective action. TWC retains responsibility for
applying sanctions to non-performing boards. An agency committee meets monthly to
formally review the performance status of the boards, and decides the necessity of
providing additional technical assistance for poor-performing boards.

Texas has a so pioneered statewide systemic approaches to performance
measurement, beginning with legidatively mandated reformsin 1993 and 1995. Under
the Texas Council for Workforce and Economic Competitiveness, which bears
responsibility for strategic planning and oversight for all of the state's workforce related
programs, Texas has consistently moved towards system outcome measures. Texas
participated in the National Governors Association’s efforts from 1994-1996, establishing
eight core measures of performance cutting across all workforce development programs.
Subsequently, the TCWEC developed and benchmarked a series of systems measures for
use at the state and local level that include comprehensive workforce devel opment
outcomes, capacity-building, and customer satisfaction measures. State System measures
are clearly linked to strategic planning; major state agencies on the Council are required
to align their individual strategic plans with the state’' s strategic plan.

Asrequired by state law, the Council continued in these efforts for system
measures. A key realignment of measures occurred in 2001, when the Council adopted
sets of formal measures (entered employment, employment retention, and earnings gains)
and less formal measures (employer participation, educational achievement, youth
indicator, TANF indicator, and customer satisfaction), which were called for in SB 429.
These measures are also aligned to each of the five workforce system goals, and data are
gathered from each workforce-related agency based on availability and the relevance or
appropriateness of specific programsto a particular goal. For FY 2002, the Council also
introduced a* system performance scorecard,” which had been recommended by staff of
the state’'s Sunset Commission. The scorecard is an attempt to portray system progress
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beyond categorical agency/program results associated with the common measures used
for the bulk of the annual report.

Asaresult of the 2003 strategic planning process, the Council is further clarifying
its approach to system measurement by considering atiered model. Tier 1 System
M easures would encompass the five measures now found in the scorecard. Tier 2
Strategy Critical Measures would include ten or so measures linked to agency strategies
that will help prepare individuals for success such as secondary dropout and retention
rates or postsecondary articulation rates. Tier 3 System Action Plan Specific Measures
would assess cross-agency progress toward specific system milestones and objectives, as
well as program-specific linksto Tier 1 and 2 measures. The purpose of thistiered
approach would be to enhance shared accountability for strategies and outcomes across
agencies that reinforce an institutional culture shift towards system development.

The membership organization of board chairs and executive directors, formerly
known as WLT but now as the Texas Association of Workforce Boards, and several of
the larger and/or more active boards have aso been developing local system measures.
In July 2001, WLT initiated a System Outcomes Work Group charged with the task of
identifying “next generation” workforce system outcomes and corresponding measures.
The group’ s purpose was to help provide strategic focus and direction to the state’s
workforce system at the board level by identifying results or “end statements’ that board
members and staff could use to communicate meaningful accomplishmentsto the
residents of their communities, aswell astheir local elected officials. These outcomes
and measures are intended to complement those currently used for day-to-day
performance management purposes.”

The WorkSource/Gulf Coast Workforce board is one of the leading promoters of
local system results that can be supported by quantifiable measures. Among those
outcomes selected by the board are:

e More competitive employers,

e A better-educated and skilled workforce;
e More and better jobs,

e Higher real incomes; and

e A positive return on investment.

The board began to operationalize these “end statements’ in the fall of 2002, beginning
with “more competitive employers.” This system outcomeistied to a system goal (“help
employers meet current and projected human resource needs’) and a system measure
(“number of customers who find work”). Although the system measure isto be reported
only for the entire area, One-Stop Career Center offices and employment counselors have
submeasures against which their progress will be assessed, e.g., direct placements, direct
placementsin priority jobs, employment entries after “expanded” services.”
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Texas received successive $3 million performance incentive grants for PY 2000,
PY 2001, and PY 2002. First-year funds were alocated for curriculum devel opment
pilots in the economically challenged areas along the Mexico-U.S. border in Texas. The
pilots, which targeted services that would enhance the employment prospects of colonia
residents and dislocated workers along the border, contained three initiatives: retail
industry training; Spanish language distance learning opportunities that could be accessed
from home; and workplace literacy projects that sought to improve basic employment
skills, including the use of computers. The state directed that second-year and third-year
funds be used for a“first generation” college program that provided resources for higher
education for youth in families that normally would not attend college.

Although the state qualified for WIA incentives by attaining performance targets
for WIA Title I, adult education, and Perkins programs, local recognition of combined
success as essential to qualifying for federal incentivesis virtually nonexistent.
Administrators and managers in the employment and training system may be aware of the
statutory provision, but not frontline workers. It does not influence management
behavior or service delivery practices that are driven by targets to which they are held
accountable. Thereisno knowledge of standards to which a counterpart agency may be
subjected.

Texas aso elected to use asmall part of its 15 percent WIA statewide reserve
fundsto provide local incentives. Annually, TWC has divided $225,000 in incentives for
the best performing among all, large, and small sized boards. It is doubtful that this
amount seriously drives behavior as much as the recognition that comes with it.
Alternatively, performance competition between boards may drive behavior; lesser
performing boards may even endure a modicum of public embarrassment for low
rankings.

Monetary incentives appear more important at the One-Stop Career Center and
contractor level. Although Texas boards do not retain program funds in an incentive pool
for center contractors, past performance is a strong consideration in the awarding of the
contract, in effect a built-in performance incentive: “Meet the objectives or you may be
replaced.” > One-Stop Career Center contractors may and frequently do retain program
funds to provide bonuses to offices, units, or individuals that meet or exceed their
performance goals.” ITEP reserves three percent of its salaries for staff incentives. If a
staff person failsto meet performance expectations for 90 days, the individual may be
relieved of duties.™

Many staff persons believed that if they provided quality services, positive
outcomes would follow. Nevertheless, in the competitive market environment, WIA or
other performance reporting at times may be manipulated to enhance results.” Several
examples of this phenomenon were offered during the field visits. Among these are:

e Keeping cases open to avoid soft exits by entering a placeholder activity, such as

case management. Some individuals have been kept in job search for up to two
years,
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e Terminating clients after they have entered employment. Reportedly, registering
an employment entry prior to termination caused upward adjustment of the
employment entry standard. The regression model for substate areas was built
into the TWIST Performance Report; ®and

e Leavingindividualsin job search after they have entered employment. If they
make “retention,” then record the employment entry.

Texasis also concerned with the time lag required to retrieve post-exit Ul wage
records as well as the unknown number of exiters who may have found work not covered
by Ul in the state, e.g., the self-employed, those in other states, and those who residein
Texas but work in an adjacent state. Texas voluntarily participates in the Wage Record
Interchange System (WRIS), which can partially aleviate these shortcomings. The
Council hopes that the Employment and Training Administration’s August 2002 decision
to fund WRIS will encourage the remaining states to join.

Section VII1. Information Technologiesin the One-Stop Career Centers

Texas has invested heavily in the use of advanced technology for the delivery of
workforce services. CDR and the Labor Market Office in the Workforce Information
Analysis and Reporting Division at TWC have long-standing reputations as devel opers of
in-house applications for the latest information technologies to serve the public. This
capacity has been supported in recent years by private software devel opers and
consultants at the state and the local level, raising concerns regarding redundancy and the
efficient use of resources. For example, some have argued that CDR would have been a
more efficient vehicle than a private consultant for developing the TPC system, based on
its extensive experience with multiple administrative data sets and the fact that CDR
developed a similar consumer report card system with U.S. DOL funding in the years
immediately prior to WIA implementation.

TWIST isthe case management, data collection, and performance reporting
system that has been frequently recognized for its achievementsin information
technology and government innovation. The Smithsonian Institute honored TWIST by
including it as part of a permanent installation on information technology innovation at
the National Museum of American History. More recently, TWIST received the
Showcase Award at the JETTCON 2001 conference for its reporting capacity. After
more than five years of development, TWIST has become an effective tool that isalso
adaptable to changes in program regulations and reporting requirements.

TWIST isused for case management and reporting in the major programs
administered by the boards, including WIA Titlel, TANF Choices, Welfare-to-Work
Formula and Competitive Grants (in those instances where the board or a board
contractor isthe grant recipient), and Food Stamp Employment and Training, as well as
special projects and pilots. In addition to client-level data, TWIST issues standard
program reports on a monthly basis for board-administered programs that incorporate Ul
wage information, which is updated weekly. Program staff can also produce customized
reports using Infomaker.”
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Client and program information has traditionally been kept in separate databases
for Employment Services, Veterans Services, the State’ s Re-Integration of Offenders
Program (RI10), and TAA/NAFTA-TAA, all of which have been delivered by state
agency staff through the One-Stop Career Centers. Presently, TWC is preparing to
migrate Employment Services and TAA program information into TWIST.

In November 2002, TWC began to roll out a new system, WorklInTexas.com, a
web-based system that will replace the current automated labor exchange system
(HireTexas.com), replace the Job Services Matching System (JSMS), the administrative
database for Employment Services, and have reciprocal data exchange capacity for
Employment Services with TWIST. Employment Services information entered in either
TWIST or WorkInTexas.com will automatically transfer to the other system.
WorkInTexas.com will also have linksto CDR and TWC labor market information and
career development products, as well as an array of automated for-profit job banks. As
noted previously, the web-based version of the TPC system has helped to streamline the
provider certification process.

Section | X. Summary Observations and Reauthorization | ssues of Special Concern

Inspired by policy-makers, practitioners, and researchers, and embedded in a
series of state laws, many of the service delivery and policy provisions of WIA were
actively pursued in the Texas workforce system prior to the passage of the act. Those
that were not an exact fit benefited from the flexibility that the grandfathering provision
permitted.

The Texas workforce system is built on the principles of limited and efficient
state government, local control, personal responsibility, support for strong families, and a
firm belief in the value of work. For nearly a decade it has labored to enhance customer
choice, to increase provider accountability, and to help more individuals prepare for and
enter employment. Texas has been aleading state in the pursuit of better coordinated,
consolidated, and collaborative service delivery approaches to workforce service delivery
and continues to build capacity and a sense of shared accountability in a statewide
workforce system — the Texas Workforce Network — that meets the employment and
training needs of the state' s businesses and residents.

Currently, Texasis pursuing severa strategic and operationa priorities at the state
and local level. Improving the delivery and measurement of business servicesis foremost
as Texas seeks to move from a program-driven to an employer-driven system. TWC has
established the Office of Employer Initiatives, which reports directly to the deputy
executive director, to elevate the state’ s commitment to its business customers and to
provide planning and technical assistance to the boards for such services. The Council
continues to develop and improve performance measures for employer services. The
Gulf Coast board, as well as other boards, has already revamped its business services
menu and delivery structures as alocal initiative. Several boards, including the Capital
Area and Gulf Coast boards, have received widespread recognition for their participation
in industry sector approaches to workforce and economic development.”® TWC
continues to support these efforts. The state is also interested in getting the unemployed
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back to work more quickly and plans to engage Ul and worker compensation claimants
with services well beyond worker profiling.

Our field research revealed a number of promising practices for enhancing
business and employment services. The Galveston Career Center and the University of
Texas Medical Branch-Galveston have formed a partnership to operate the UTMB
Recruitment Office, the medical center’s employment office, at the local One-Stop career
center. UTMB and the One-Stop Career Center now jointly administer the job seeker
pre-screening and referral process for non-exempt positions at the medical center. After
approximately 18 months of operations, the partnership had reportedly reduced the
referral of unqualified applicants by 80 percent and significantly lowered the average job
order fill time. More than 800 placements were recorded in the first year alone.
Additionally, job seeker traffic through the career center had increased by 37 percent
within three weeks of opening in March 2001. Job seekers who are not referred or hired
have the remaining array of job search, job preparation, training, and other services at the
One-Stop Career Center available to them. This partnership has reduced the time and
resources that UTMB dedicates to non-professional positions and has improved the
knowledge of and access to employment and training services for the resident population
aswell.

The Capital AreaBoard’'s Re-Employment Center is an innovative and effective
office that provides job search assistance, workshops, special events, and multiple
networking opportunities that are orchestrated by formal staff as well asjob seeker peers.
Originating as an office for Rapid Response services for former employeesin Austin's
high-tech sector in February 2001, it is now operated largely with WIA Dislocated
Worker funds. The center has broadened its reach to include an array of production,
design, and managerial workers across sectors adversely affected by the downturn in the
local economy.

The center has flourished in terms of customer services and placementsin a
somewhat unique way. To alarge extent, foot traffic has increased as job seekers
appreciate the quality of the assistance, actively spread awareness by word of mouth, and
build peer networks. The Launch Pad Job Club, which offers job search guidance,
resume and interviewing workshops, and special evening programs, grew to more than
500 members since its beginning in early 2001. Although part of its success can be
attributed to a dynamic staff, the center thrives as well because of the lack of strict
accountability and an open management style where job seekers and volunteers also lead
activities. " Job seekers may be registered in TWIST or the Employment Services
information system, and employment placement/entries can be credited, but Rapid
Response services are not subject to WIA accountability provisions, and dislocated
workers are not registered for WIA until they are positioned to enter intensive services.

This more client-driven, open management style also benefits from arelatively
upscale customer base of talent that is recently separated from Austin’s high-tech sector.
In the Brain Exchange Launch Pad, members train each other in marketable skills they
may add to their resume. Launch Pad spin-off “Clublets’ (e.g., the Semiconductor
Clublet, the Southwest Austin Clublet, the Mixed Bag Clublet) facilitate smaller and
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more specialized networking groups. The combined effect is a center with what might be
called a“typically Austin style” that gets people back to work.

In addition, the Capital Area has adopted a model of One-Stop Career Center
staffing in its full-service centers that several other workforce boards (e.g., Central Texas,
Texoma) have also adopted. The boards contract with a professional employer
organization to act as the human resource agency for One-Stop Career Center employees,
and contracts separately for amanaging director. In addition to potentially reducing
administrative costs, this model offers contracted One-Stop Career Center staff greater
potential for continuity in wages, benefits, and employment. These staff work under the
supervision of the director, who ultimately is held accountable for performance.

The maturation of a comprehensive state workforce investment system requires
sustained commitment to a common vision that is sensitive to the needs and perceptions
of an extensive array of actors and agencies at the federal, state, and local levels. Texas
has engaged this process for at least a decade, and will proceed to do so beyond and
within the provisions of the WIA. Since implementing the act, the Texas Workforce
Network has continued to espouse innovation and progress in pursuit of aforward-
looking, business-driven system “that is universally accessible and promotes the success
of employees, workers, and their families” (TCWEC, Third Annual Report, December
2002).

In Texas, the Council, TWC, the boards, and their partners will continue to
explore methods to balance support for economic growth while helping to meet the needs
of disadvantaged populations; to identify and to focus on those interventions with a
maximum long-term impact and at the same time to serve short-term objectives of
heterogeneous businesses and job seekers; to build and reinforce partnerships among
business, labor, government, education, and other workforce interests; and to measure
performance in meaningful ways at the state level, as well asin the communities served
by the boards. They anticipate that the federal government will support these efforts.

TWC provided direct WIA reauthorization commentsto U.S. DOL/ETA in aJune
2002 letter from the commissioners. Specifically, the state supports provisions that
enhance the employer-driven system, allow continuation of the “grandfather” provisions
to continue state policies and practices, and promote further integration of services
through the One-Stop delivery system.

WIA has served as a vehicle to continue integrating services in the state’s One-
Stop Career Centers. Texas believes that many regulatory and procedural arrangements
at the federal level should be addressed during WIA reauthorization discussions in order
to continue improving workforce system effectiveness, particularly regarding state and
local flexibility. Both at the state and local level, workforce leaders desire more fully
integrated funding rather than “silos’ that restrict services, support narrowed target
populations, and require separate reporting mechanisms. Thereis an increasing
consensus that as the state moves more toward monitoring, oversight, and system-
building support, local partnerships should have greater freedom to attain their strategic
visions. Local boards and the customers they serve might best decide which training
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provider is appropriate, where monies should be allocated, and how individuals and
business might more effectively be served to enhance employment prospects, promote
economic growth, and improve the quality of life for arearesidents. Moreover, states and
localities should determine the composition of their boards.

In the meantime, Texas amended its WIA five-year strategic plan seeking five
waivers from U.S. DOL/ETA to support more flexibility within the provisions of the
current law and regulations. ETA has largely approved four of the five requested waivers.
Announced January 3, 2003 and effectivein PY 2002 and PY 2003, Texas now has
permission to:

e Disregard the 20 percent cap on shifting funds between WIA Title | adult and
dislocated worker funding streams at the board level with state approval. Boards
may now transfer up to 100 percent between funding streams,

e Apply theinitial eligibility criteriafor training providers. Texas had sought the
elimination of the all-student follow-up requirements for subsequent certification
of recognized education entities to combat declining numbers of providers and
enhance customer choice;

e UselTAsand digible training providers for older youth and out-of-school youth,
rather than depending on competitively procured providers as required under
WIA; and

e Institute adliding scale of 10 to 50 percent instead of the 50 percent employer
match for customized training that is statutorily required. The proposed criteria
for determining the match will include desirable quality characteristics of the
training and the transferability of the skills acquired by the worker, as determined
by employers, boards, and TWC.

Texas sought, but did not receive permission to increase the amount of statewide
reserves held from WIA funding streams from 15 percent to an amount determined by the
governor. The purpose of enlarging the share for reserves, which would all have been
allocated to the local level, was to maximize local flexibility.

Texas also has astrong belief in the need for federal guidelines for data sharing
among education and workforce related programs and agencies. Statewide strategic
planning facilitated by the Council and involving all nine state agencies that administer
programs and services that significantly contribute to workforce development has proved
one of the most effective processes for building state system capacity. Planning involves
commitment to a shared vision, strategic alignment of agency/program and system
goal s/objectives, and accountability driven by common and system measures across
education, workforce, and human services agencies. The process far exceeds what many
consider the “big staple” approach to strategic planning identified with WIA.

Commitment and accountability to the broader vision of the workforce
development system would be improved if the federal government took the lead in
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establishing data sharing agreements across al agencies and programs that provide
workforce related services, starting with the U.S. Departments of Labor, Education, and
Health and Human Services. Educational achievement measures remain agency-specific
in part because of a narrow Texas interpretation of the Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act (FERPA) regarding the re-release of student data, pursuant to recent (January
2003) and equally narrow U.S. Department of Education guidance. Asaresult, Career
Development Resources has been unable to use its Automated Student and Adult Learner
Follow-up System, the states mechanism for measuring outcomes across WIA, TANF,
Perkins and other programs. Additionally, the federal government might provide
common definitions across categorical programs (e.g., administrative costs, certification,
participant, terminees/exiters).
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Acronyms (al refer to Texas state or local entities, unless otherwise indicated)

ACC Austin Community College

ACS Affiliated Computer Services State and Local Solutions
CDR Career Development Resources

ETC Employment and Training Centers, Inc.

HCC Houston Community College

H-GAC Houston-Galveston Area Council

ITEP Interfaith Training and Education Program

LOTS Learner Outcomes Tracking System

LWDB Local Workforce Development Board

MPR Monthly Performance Report

RIO Project Re-Integration of Offenders

SOICC State Occupational Informational Coordinating Committee
TCWEC Texas Council on Workforce and Economic Competitiveness
TPC Training Provider Certification

TWC Texas Workforce Commission

TWIST The Workforce Integrated System of Texas

WDA Workforce Development Area

WLT Workforce Leadership of Texas

WPRS Worker Profiling and Re-employment System

WRIS Wage Record Interchange System
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APPENDIX A

Figure 2: TWC Workforce Development Division
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APPENDIX B

Table 1: Texas Workforce Development Program Matrix & Linkages

Program/Fundin One-Sto| Fundin L ead L ocal State L ocal
9 9 b 9| state Administrative | Agreement | Agreement
Stream Presence | Source . - )
Agency | Entity Mechanism | Mechanism
WIA Titlel Adults | 1 Fed TWC | wiB State C
Legis/Regs
WIA Titlel ,‘
Dislocated Workers 1 Fed Twe WiB c
WIA Titlel ,‘
Youth(19-21) 1 Fed TWC WIB C
WIA Title| Youth “
(14-18) 1,2,3 Fed TWC WIB C
Wagner-Peyser ES | 1 Fed TWC TWC/WIB “ MOU
Job Corps 2,3 Fed TWC Contractor C Voluntary
TANF Work 1 Fedt |TwC |wiB State C
Program Legis’Regs
Sec/Agency/
TAA/NAFTA-TAA | 1 Fed TWC TWC/WIB Agreement/ | MOU
Regs/Rules
State
Veterans E&T 1 Fed TWC TWC/WIB ) MOU
Legis/Regs
Food Stamp E&T 1 Fed/St TWC WIB “ C
WtW Formula 1 Fed/St TWC WIB “ C
Corrections (RIO) 1 Fed/St TWC TWC/WIB “ MOU
. . ISDs .
Perki ns Vocall onal 2 Fed TEA Community Strategic Voluntary
Education Plan
Colleges
WIA Title IV
Vocational 2 Fed TRC TRC “ Voluntary
Rehabilitation
O.I der Americans 1,2 Fed TWC Contractor C MOU
TitleV
Y outh Opportunity 234 Fed i WIB _ C
Grants
School-to-Career 2,34 Fed TWC ISDs, Other -- C
Tech Prep 34 Fed TEA ISDs, Other -- C
. Fed/St/ State
Child Care 1 Local TWC WIB Legis/Regs C

Definitions/Coding:
One-Sop presence: 1- Co-located at the One-Stop Career Center; 2- Accessed through One-Stop Career
Center referral; 3- Information only provided; 4- Compl etely disconnected.

Funding source: Federal, State or Local government.

Lead state agency: TWC- Texas Workforce Commission; TEA- Texas Education Agency.

Local administrative entity: WIB- Workforce Investment Board; TWC- Texas Workforce Commission;

I SD- Independent School District

Agreement mechanism: MOU- Memorandum of understanding; C- Contract.
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APPENDIX B

Table 2: PY 2000 Texas Workforce Development Expenditures*

Gulf Coast

Funding Stream State Region Capital Area
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT TOTAL

(All TWC/Boards programs and services $859,662,771 $171,703,168 $22,583,441
including childcare)

WIA Title | Adults $67,410,558 $12,709,364 $1,513,782
WIA Title | Didocated Workers $39,164,205 $7,812,167 $1,568,716
WIA Title! Youth (14-21) $55,488,093 $13,884,936 $980,059
WIA Titlel Local Administration Funds $16,104,803 $3,496,556 $470,972
WIA Title | Rapid Response $12,912,704 $834,680 $570,580
WIA Title| Statewide $21,188,697 $1,253,530 $248,039
WIA Title! Subtotal (inc. others not listed) $212,269,060 $39,991,233 $5,352,148
WIA Title Il Adult Education

WIA Title IV Vocational Rehabilitation

Wagner-Peyser Employment Service® $40,503,499 $6,126,517 $1,136,638
TANF Work Program® $74,699,239 $8,109,939 $1,008,227
NAFTA-TAA? $5,451,816 $21,005

TAA? $3,309,618 $157,542 $3,754
Veterans E& T? $8,727,779 $1,089,305 $332,283
Food Stamp E&T? $11,339,565 $1,273,489 $150,271
WtW Formula Grants® $61,087,886 $15,229,020 $1,705,251
Corrections (RIO)? $9,116,799 $814,720 $249,293
Perkins Vocational Education

Older Americans Title V

Y outh Opportunity Grants $9,814,443

Tech Prep

State Training (Self-Sufficiency, Skills Dev)? $21,121,764 $6,116,234 $257,374
Child Care $412,035,746 $82,959,721 $12,388,202

1TWC WIA PY 2000 Annual Report (unless noted otherwise in funding stream row)

2TWC FY 2001 Expenditure Activity

3TWC Statewide Program Report, Year End Report, SFY 2001
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APPENDIX B

Table 3: PY 2000 Texas Workforce Development Participation Patterns

Funding Stream Total* Core Intensive Training
WORKFORCE TOTAL 25,675 35,243 18,840
WIA Titlel Adults 23,429 13,558 19,530 12,208
WIA Title | Dislocated Workers 20,848 12,117 15,713 6,632
WIA Titlel Youth (14-18) 28,481

WIA Titlel Youth (19-21) 3,971

WIA Titlel Subtotal 76,729

WIA Title I Adult Education

WIA TitlelV Vocational Rehab

Wagner-Peyser Employment Svc® 1,503,695

TANF Work Program/Choices’ 129,347

TAA/NAFTA-TAA® 5,871

Veterans E& T® 128,109

Food Stamp E& T* 16,309

WtW Formula Grants® 31,315

Corrections (RIO/Adults)? 22,728

Perkins Vocational Education

Older Americans Title V 3,335

Y outh Opportunity Grants 192

Tech Prep

State Training Fund

Note: Unduplicated participant counts by funding stream to the extent available. Data not available for the shaded cells.

L TWC Annua WIA Report PY 2000.
2RIO August 2001 Monthly Report.

3TWC ES SAMS A22 Report, PY 2000.

4TWC Statewide Program Report, Year End Report, SFY 2001.

5 Participant could have been enrolled in only 1 day of training or up to 12 months.

5 TWC Veterans Services SAMS A22 Report, PY 2000.
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APPENDIX B

Table 3a: PY 2000 Gulf Coast Workforce Development Participation

Patterns
Funding Stream Total® Core Intensive Training
GULF COAST TOTAL 48,211 7,736 8,920 3,730
WIA Title| Adults 5,263 3,908 4,866 2,408
\IQVQ(E;GA'(%? OACSif;da\r’]\é‘e”kers & Repid 4,255 3,828 4,054 1,322
WIA Titlel Youth (14-18) 3,176
WIA Titlel Youth (19-21) 737
WIA TITLE | SUBTOTAL 13,431
WIA Title 1l Adult Education
WIA Title 1V Vocational Rehab
Wagner-Peyser Employment Serv? 301,183
TANF Work Program (Choices) ® 11,544
TAA/NAFTA-TAA® 202
Veterans E& T* 23,133
Food Stamp E& T® 2,262
WtW Formula Grants 2,293
W1tW Other 1,626
Corrections (RIO) ® 5,313
Perkins Vocational Education
Older Americans Title V 76
Y outh Opportunity Grants 139
Tech Prep
State Training Fund

L TWC Annua WIA Report PY 2000.

2RI0O August 2001 Monthly Report.

3TWC ES SAMS A22 Report, PY 2000.

4 TWC Statewide Program Report, Year End Report, SFY 2001.

5 Participant could have been enrolled in only 1 day of training or up to 12 months.
8 TWC Veterans Services SAMS A22 Report, PY 2000.
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Table 3b: PY 2000 Capital Area Workforce Development Participation

Patterns
Funding Stream Total' Core Intensive Training
Captial Area TOTAL 6,667 577 738 321
WIA Titlel Adults 557 278 478 189
\IQVQ;;GA'(%,? OACSif;da\r’]\é‘e”kers & Repid 516 299 260 132
WIA Titlel Youth (14-18) 210
WIA Titlel Youth (19-21) 35
WIA Titlel Subtotal 1,318
WIA Title Il Adult Education
WIA Title 1V Vocational Rehab
Wagner-Peyser Employment Serv? 56,433
TANF Work Program (Choices) ® 1,930
TAA/NAFTA-TAA® 1
Veterans E& T* 6,593
Food Stamp E& T® 105
WtW Formula Grants 313
Corrections (RIO) ® 1,384
Perkins Vocational Education
Older Americans Title V NA
Y outh Opportunity Grants 1
Tech Prep

State Training Fund

1 TWIST Management Summary Report SFY 2001.

2TWC ES SAMS A22 Report, PY 2000.
3 Participant could have been enrolled in only 1 day of training or up to 12 months.

4TWC Veterans Services SAMS A22 Report, PY 2000.

® RIO August 2001 Monthly Report.

® TWC Statewide Program Report, Y ear End Report, SFY 2001.
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Notes

! The Council was recently renamed the Texas Workforce Investment Council by the 78" Legislaturein
2003.

2 Nine agencies were covered by SB 429, including the five agencies that sit on the TCWEC: the Texas
Education Agency, the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, the Department of Economic
Development, the Department of Human Services, and the Texas Workforce Commission. The four non-
sitting agency partners are the Texas Commission for the Blind, the Texas Y outh Commission, the Texas
Department of Criminal Justice, and the Texas Rehabilitation Commission.

3 See the Sunset Advisory Commission's May 2002 report, Sunset Review of the Texas Workforce
Commission and the Texas Council on Workforce and Economic Competitiveness (Austin: Sunset Advisory
Commission).

* Board names intended as brands for One-Stop Career Centers vary widely across the state. Some are very
similar, like The WorkSource (Gulf Coast), WorkSource (Capital Area), and WorkSource (Dallas). Others
are quite different, such as WorkFORCE Solutions (Lower Rio Grande) or simple “city or region name” as
in Central Texas Workforce Centers (Central Texas). The article“The” in The WorkSource is accurate;
Capital Areausesno articleinits“brand.” In the past, workforce investment boards in Texas were
commonly referenced by their geographic designation. For example, WorkSource — Greater Austin Area
Workforce Board was the Capital Area Workforce Development Board. We use Capital Areaand Gulf
Coast to identify these Boards in this document. Also, Workforce Center, Career Center, and One-Stop
Center are used interchangeably in Texas. TWC brands the entire system as the Texas Workforce
Network, which in turn is seen by others as part of the Texas Workforce System.

® The last two boards—Hidalgo/Willacy in the Lower Rio Grande Valley and North East Texas—finally
became operational in December 1999, six months after the state implemented WIA. Because of their late
certification, these boards meet the compositional requirements of WIA and areineligible for the
“grandfathered” status available to the other 26 Texas boards.

® A few local boards still exhibit a*“balance-of-state” mentality associated with the CETA era, and typically
do not pursue more independent approaches. Also, larger and more urban boards tend to have greater
administrative and technical capacity to support autonomous action. Some boards view TWC as
“compliance and control driven” despite increasing emphasis on local control.

" The governor’s office, responding to explicit concerns of the Texas Legislature, as well as political
sensitivities, strongly emphasized achieving federal welfare participation rates in the mid-1990s and
focused its workforce programs on “work first” as well.

8 TEA administration of adult education programs have had minimal impact at the local level in a highly
decentralized delivery model. Recently, the agency outsourced administration to the Harris County
Department of Education. See the Texas Workforce Investment Council’ s 2003 report, A First Look at
Critical Issues Surrounding Adult Education and Literacy in Texas (Austin: TWIC).

° Following their election, Texas governors take office in January of odd-numbered years, just as the
regularly scheduled 180-day biennial session of the legislature is beginning. Asaresult, they rarely play a
major role in shaping the legislative agenda or even in drafting legislation in their first session as governor.

19 pyblic disagreement over workforce policy has been relatively unusual at WLT meetings. Several
spokespersons suggested that WLT could be more effective on the issue of state/local control of the
workforce policies and programs if it were to pursue independent funding and hire staff. Workforce
Leadership of Texas became the Texas Association of Workforce Boards (TAWB) in late 2003 and severed
its staffing relation with TWC.
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! The Texas Workforce Investment Council’s November 2003 report, Destination 2010: FY 2004-FY 2009
Srategic Plan for the Texas Workforce Devel opment System (Austin: TWIC) provides the latest summation
of the mission and goals of the workforce system.

12 A Sunset Commission recommendation that did get support was to slightly alter membership
composition of the WIB by replacing agency commissioners with agency executive directorsin order to get
comparable authority represented at each agency. (In Texas, commissioners wield variable amounts of
authority.) U.S. DOL has determined that since the entities represented will not have shifted, the
grandfather status of the Council isnot at risk.

3 The Capital Area board recently shrank from 31 to 26 members. The former board chair could recall no
discussion of whether this would affect the grandfathered status of the board.

14 The 13 counties in the Gulf Coast Area are Austin, Brazoria, Chambers, Colorado, Galveston, Fort Bend,
Harris, Liberty, Matagorda, Montgomery, Walker, Waller, and Wharton. There are around 4.5 million
people in the area, which is about 1/4 of the state’s total population.

%> The population of Travis County is approaching 850,000.

18 The Governor approved the plan in October 2003.

¥ The boards serve also aslocal Y outh Councils under WIA, and thus represent future workersin the
planning process.

181 January 2003 Texas submitted another modified plan.

19 Re-Integration of Offenders (RIO) and Trade Adjustment Assistance were added for PY 2003, and
Wagner-Peyser Act Employment Services has come under stronger local purview.Veterans Services have
been slated for more local control as well.

2 | n recent years, TWC has undergone numerous reorganizations, the last being December 2003. Some
boards report that this has hampered state/local communications as lead staff and their responsibilities have
changed frequently.

2 There were 264 Career Centers and satellite offices as of August 2002; 143 of these were full-service
centers. A few more have since been established.

% The boards are not direct service providers and there have been no notable exceptions to this state and
federal requirement.

% The four participating organizations are the Austin Area Urban League, Communities-in-Schools,
Goodwill Industries of Central Texas, and Y outhWorks.

% The offices we visited were larger offices with “foot traffic” flows estimates ranging from 200 to 500
individuals per day.

% Again, thislist is changing as more programs are devolving to the boards.

% During FY 2003, TWC awarded 31 Skill Development Grants totaling $12 million, which served 162
businesses, and 20 business consortiums, with a commitment to create and train 4,216 jobs and retrain just
over 8,600, with an average hourly wage of $17.32 per hour. The 78th Texas Legidature appropriated $25
million for use during the 2004-2005 biennium. (http://www.twc.state.tx.us/sves/funds/sdfintro.html)

%" The boards also may allocate WIA Adult, Dislocated, and Y outh funds for child care.
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% Texas requested five waiversin all; the other two were on non-spending matters.

% The hybridized staffing and service delivery model is in transition as part of additional transfer of
programs and responsibilities to the local boards.

%0 A 2002 customer satisfaction survey conducted for The WorkSource by Saurage Research Inc., a private
consulting firm in Houston, indicated that the most important event for job seekerswasto talk to a
counselor.

3 Basic information includes name, Social Security number, contact information, and veteran status. This
information is sufficient to open and record a One-Stop delivery system contact on state data systems or a
basic contact on the Job Services Matching System (JSMS). Many areas encourage individuals to complete
the Employment Services registration, usually an ES-511 form or a derivative.

% These orientations are targeted to the program clients; they are not for the general population.

% For example, the Council noted that much progressis still needed regarding employer related measures,
particularly for a system that is by design employer driven. The Council found “amost no measurement of
system performance related to employers’ (TCWEC, December 2000, Setting Benchmarks:
Implementation of the Texas Wor kfor ce Development Plan in the New Millennium, p.4).

* In SFY 2000, TWC authorized WOTC/Welfare-to-Work Tax Credits with a face value of $155,249,600
and an estimated redemption value of $58,218,600. For state FY 2001, the corresponding values were
$118,622,500 and $44,483,437.

* There is concern among TWC commissioners that the long duration of Ul benefits places an unnecessary
strain on Texas's business community. These measures were adopted in the fall of 2003.

% Gulf Coast spokespersons purposely refer to “business’ rather than “employer” servicesto signal that
their efforts extend well beyond job development, placement, and other functions of labor exchange to
encompass a menu of services.

37 Account executives established the temporary One-Stop Career Center offices for former Continental and
Enron employees.

% The Workforce Integrated System of Texas (TWIST), TWC's case management, data collection, and
performance reporting system, incorporated data fields to track businesses that had placed level 2 or 3job
orders or that had received “substantial services’ in November 2001. TWIST aso allows staff to enter text
notes regarding employer needs, expectations, and services rendered.

% Unfortunately, not all sectoral initiatives have been as successful. Attempts to create an aerospace
academy in the Gulf Coast Area have been put on hold.

“ One contractor identified the low-income population as the major job seeker customer of the One-Stop
Career Centers. In part, thisis driven by the TANF Choices program and other services that are not always
appropriate for the middle and upper income worker. The business services group has attempted to recruit
high-level job orders, but has not been successful.

“! Subsequent to the field research time frames for this study, TWC transferred funding, staff, and program
responsibility for TAA and RIO to the boards during the spring and summer of 2003, as expected. Since
then, TWC has done the same for Employment Services, effective September 1, 2003, and Veterans'
Services, effective October 1, 2003. Program staff remain TWC employees subject to TWC human
resource policies and procedures, including wages and benefits. However, their job tasks are assigned by
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the One-Stop Career Center manager, who can now also initiate termination procedures (which must be
approved by TWC).

“2 For example, one worker gleefully registered afew major airline pilots who had been laid off for the two
previous quarters, but were likely to return to work soon.

* Through the end of 2002, TWC has not tracked contractors specifically as faith-based organizations,
although some nonprofit organizations (which are tracked), like Interfaith of the Woodlands/Interfaith
Training and Education Program, have faith-based roots.

“ Litigation alleging that this particular contracting arrangement violated state and federal law is ongoing.
Legidation that directed TWC to draft rules prohibiting its use was also introduced in the last session. It
was supported by afor-profit provider and a number of influential lobbyist.

“® For several years, Gulf Coast also contracted with Harris County as a One-Stop Career Center operator.

“6 During the site visits, one of the full-service sites was found to be mold infested and was evacuated.
Staff and clients were distributed to other offices.

" One center manager stated that his organization’s policy is to dismiss private sector staff who fail to meet
performance expectations in ninety days. State staff are immune from such action.

“8 TWC shared information about these practices in written comments.

4 Individual services are called “resident services’ in the Gulf Coast area. Both resident and business
services are delivered by staff of The WorkSource Career Centers.

% Texas employed the concept of tiered services prior to WIA. Individual, group, and training services
evolved into basic, enhanced, and training services. The Gulf Coast board uses the latter taxonomy to talk
about similar services across programs. This helps to overcome categorical definitions for activities and
services and moves toward a more systemic approach for all “residents’ rather than program participants.

*! Eligibility procedures, services, and client flow details are found in TWC, May 2002, Workforce
Investment Act: Eligibility Technical Assistance Guide, (Austin: TWC)

*2 Texas adopted assisted core services as the registration point in late 2000 and subsequently dropped it.

>3 Pre-registration also allows staff to provide access to Employment Services or otherwise funded services
without full WIA registration and the accountability that accompaniesit. Staff can complete afull
registration subsequent to any employment entry if it falls within the 45-day eligibility period.

> Short-term pre-vocational services (not tied to a specific occupation) include course-like services, such as
literacy and adult basic education, workplace literacy, introductory computer classes, as well as
development of learning skills, communication skills, interviewing skills, punctuality, personal
maintenance skills, and professional conduct to prepare individual s for unsubsidized employment or
training.

% Access to on-the-job training isalso rare in Texas.
% The Automated Student and Adult Learner Follow-up System, which initiated the process of gathering

seed data from education and training providers and matching this with “achievement” from multiple
sources, provided this basis for DECIDE.
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" The O*NET (Occupational Information Network) contains information about knowledge, skills, abilities
(KSAS), interests, general work activities, and work context. O*NET data and structure also link related
occupational, educational, and labor market information databases to the system (for example, see
http://www.onetcenter.org/overview.html).

%8 For further detail see: Process for Amending the Board's Targeted Occupations List and Use of Local
Wisdom and Additional Labor Market |nformation Resources at
http://www.twc.state.tx.us/boards/board _plan/integratedplan.htm.

* The perceived federal directive corresponded to the policy orientation of key |leadership within TWC as
well, a position conditioned by prevailing concern with supply-driven TANF and other public assistance-
related work programs. Some TWC leaders remain committed adherents to immediate |abor force
attachment strategies for the workforce system and look unfavorably upon human capital development
strategies.

% According to one state source, about 25,000 individuals received training under WIA in state FY 2002,
up from about 18,000 in the previous year. Roughly 10,000 of these training units were funded with ITAS,
alarge share of which went to proprietary schools.

¢ | TAs are not cost-effective “sales units’ compared to core and intensive services within for-profit
entities. The indirect cost allowed for these |atter servicesis denied for ITAsthat act as a pass-through to
the service provider.

62 Community college representatives on the boards helped to keep them at the table,

8 To paraphrase one official, “Any training system that drives away community colleges has to be broken.”

% TWC’s own CDR developed a similar system, again based on their experience with DECIDE, and
marketed it to the state of Arkansas for afraction of the amount charged by the consulting firm.

% A next generation system, “PECOS,” is already being considered.

% During the first round of recertifications, outcomes for the total participant population were required. For
the second year, all participants and WIA participants were reported separately.

67 “Negotiated” is liberally used in this context. Those close to the process generally perceived the
standards as predetermined by U.S. DOL using an unknown method to which the state eventually
acquiesced.

% TWIST also generates standard reports for management purposes; staff may also prepare customized
reports.

% Largeis defined as boards that have a minimum budget of $20 million. There are nine large boards and
19 small boardsin Texas.

" In the spring of 2003, the Ray Marshall Center at the University of Texas and WLT developed a Return-
on-Investment (ROI) model for local areas and produced preliminary estimates for 17 participating boards.
ROI was the measure with the most consensus.

™ Expanded services are characterized by substantive staff assistance and are equivalent to core assisted
and intensive servicesin WIA language.

2 performance is however not the only consideration. At times One-Stop Career Center contracts are
awarded or renewed based on past relationships and political influences, such as broadening the array of
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contractors to include nonprofits, for-profits, community-based organizations, and labor, as the Gulf Coast
board has done.

" These bonuses at times are a source of contention between regular employees of the contractor and
Wagner-Peyser Act and other state employees who are assigned to the local workforce areas and placed
under the administrative oversight of the contractor. State employees, who work alongside these private
sector employees, are not allowed to receive bonuses.

" Wagner-Peyser Act and other staff of state administered work programs that are not block granted to the
boards have job security.

" We made no attempt to test the extent to which this occurs, but it echoes similar anecdotal evidence of
possible manipulation that we encountered in other states and localities.

" The state suspended the regression model for PY 2002 due to anomalies. The model had used JTPA data
and apparently produced counterintuitive results as WIA data matured.

" Unfortunately, several boards, excluding the Capital Areaand the Gulf Coast, do not have adequate
capacity to produce the customized reports.

"8 The National Association of Workforce Boards gave an award to the Gulf Coast Workforce Board in
recognition of its role in joining the Greater Houston Partnership and regional medical centersto address
the needs of the health care industry in February 2001. The Capital Areareceived the T. Small Award.

™ A much appreciated trainer and employment specialist at the Re-Employment Center, was the National
Association of Workforce Boards U.S. Local Office Employee of the Y ear in 2002.
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Chapter Five
UTAH CASE STUDY

Christopher King, University of Texas at Austin
Dan O’Shea, University of Texas at Austin

Section I. Background Information and Issues

When Utah became an early implementing state under the Workforce Investment
Act (WIA) in July 1999, it was well positioned to do so. Utah has a long history of
commitment to effective job training programs. Utah’s first comprehensive manpower
efforts began 30 years ago when Utah applied for and secured a Comprehensive
Manpower Pilot grant from the U.S. Department of Labor (U.S. DOL), becoming one of
a handful of states and localities chosen to prepare the way for the comprehensive
manpower block grants that followed. Utah participated as a "single-state" administrative
entity over a number of substate planning regions that operated programs locally, an
approach it followed under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
program from 1973 to 1982.

From 1983 to 1998, Utah organized more along the lines of other states, with nine
distinct Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) service delivery areas, each of which was
overseen by its own Private Industry Council (PIC). In 1998, Utah reverted to single-
state status, which it continued under WIA, with eight regional workforce planning
councils, two of which encompass two subregions.' Services now are delivered in One-
Stop Employment Centers in five Department of Workforce Services (DWS) regional
workforce service areas, each of which has a designated Regional Council on Workforce
Services. Regional councils create a venue for the input of local business, partner
agencies, community-based organizations, and other stakeholders into the state workforce
system. In addition to single-state status, Utah chose a unique path: in an era of
increasing privatization, and, in a state that is very conservative and business-oriented,
Utah opted to deliver workforce development and related services almost exclusively
with state agency employees.

The state had completely revamped its approach to workforce development and
welfare service delivery in 1996 when it enacted House Bill 375, which created the Utah
DWS, a consolidation of five former state agencies, and gave the new agency
responsibility for major employment and training programs, as well as cash assistance,
Food Stamp Employment and Training, child care, and other supportive services.
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Business leaders, advocates, and key government officials all supported Utah’s
workforce reforms. (Utah had also studied other states’ reforms, e.g., Michigan, Texas,
carefully before crafting its own.) The reorganization reflects the state’s commitment to
a seamless service delivery system that:

e Integrates workforce and related support services to foster self-sufficiency for all
residents;

e Has a strong customer orientation, particularly towards meeting the employment
and other needs of business and job seekers; and

e Delivers services through a locally responsive network of One-Stop Employment
Centers built on statewide administration and regional collaboration.

House Bill 375 had emerged as a result of ongoing state efforts. A 1992
legislative audit report had found that employment and training services in Utah were
“fragmented among 23 separate state and federal programs administered by six different
state agencies.”” Governor Mike Leavitt and Lieutenant Governor Olene Walker's 1996
Governor’s Task Force on Workforce Development report subsequently argued strongly
for consolidation of workforce programs and agencies, seamless integration of workforce
and related services, and strong state administration. Principles established for reform by
the task force still guide Utah’s system today:

e The workforce system must be customer-driven;

e The system must measure results and be accountable throughout;

e Program governance and operations must be simplified;

e The system should be state-based with local input on design and delivery;

e The system should have private sector leadership and direct involvement at all
levels;

e The system should be based on continuous improvement;

e Education and training services provided under the system should be market-
driven; and

e Funding for workforce services should be commensurate with need.

The major federal and state programs/funding streams within DWS currently are
the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) programs; Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families (TANF) and TANF work programs; Food Stamps and Food Stamp Employment
and Training programs; the Employment Service (ES); unemployment insurance (UI),
Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA), and North American Free Trade Act (NAFTA)
TAA; subsidized child care; and several other smaller programs. The five agencies
melded within DWS were the Utah Department of Employment Security (Employment
Services, U, labor market information, and veterans' programs); the Office of Family
Support (TANF, Food Stamp programs, Medicaid, and child care); the Office of Job
Training (job training programs); the Office of Child Care (employed child care
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subsidies); and Turning Point (a state program for displaced homemakers). The major
workforce related entities left outside DWS were economic development, public and
higher education, and vocational rehabilitation.’

The state administered system has created several notable efficiencies. The state
has cut in half the number of field offices for various agencies by consolidating services
in the One-Stop Employment Centers. (Currently, there are about 50 statewide.) Staffing
arrangements, policies, and service procedures are consistent across the state. The state
retains major accountability for performance, allowing frontline staff to concentrate more
on the quality of services. The state also has greater flexibility to shift funds between
substate areas, enhancing responsiveness to local needs and circumstances.

Many elements of Utah’s approach reflect its business orientation and the
influence of business practices on service delivery design. Utah adopted a strong
business orientation for its employment and training programs decades ago that remains
in place under its recent workforce reforms as well as WIA.* Designated staff are trained
to provide quality business services. The state has introduced enhanced point-of-service
customer satisfaction measurement. Also, its articulated service design and franchise-like
One-Stop Employment Centers provide consistent services at easily recognized DWS
(“Utah’s Job Connection”) locations statewide.

Utah Workforce Development Chronology, 1992-2001

1992 Utah Legislative Auditor General’s Report characterizes
employment and training system as “fragmented and
unresponsive to customers.”

1994 Governor Leavitt establishes the Task Force on Workforce
Development.

1996 Utah enacts House Bill 375, revamping both its workforce
development and its welfare programs.

1997 Utah Department of Workforce Services opens for business in

July. Utah passes the Family Employment Program (FEP) Act
moving programs for TANF recipients from the Utah Department
of Human Services to DWS and implementing a 36-month
lifetime limit on aid.

1998 Utah shifts from nine SDAs under JTPA to a single-state area in
July.

1998 WIA signed into law by President Clinton in August.

1999 Utah implements WIA as one of nine early implementing states,

starting with adult and dislocated worker services on July 1* and
youth services on September 30",

2001 Utah enacts the Applied Technology Governance Act in June,
transferring the applied technology centers from the State Board
of Education to the State Board of Regents.

163



WIA has helped Utah leaders and DWS staff to "fine tune" their comprehensive,
integrated approach to workforce development services. WIA’s identification and
promotion of core, intensive, and training services has been adopted across all workforce
programs. The state maintains a very strong employment focus, with access to
employment training based on individual assessment, counseling, and state guidelines.

Utah initially adopted a "work first" or labor force attachment orientation for
WIA, but has since shifted to its more balanced labor force attachment and human capital
development approach. The DWS Executive Director, Governor Leavitt, and others
promoted a "balanced", "flexible", or "blended" labor force attachment/human capital
development approach. In part, this is driven by the governor’s firm belief—stated as
one of his five guiding principles for the state in all policy areas, not just workforce
development—that all Utahans should be assisted in reaching economic self-sufficiency.
State and regional staff stress that individualized assessment is key to determining what
individual job seekers need in terms of services and that skills acquisition is needed by
many job seekers if they are to become self-sufficient, retain employment, and advance in
their careers.

Utah DWS does not require front-end job search, except in the TANF work
program. The Family Employment Program (FEP) has an immediate placement
emphasis driven by program rules and the caseload reduction credit. DWS policy also
explicitly supports the provision of training for up to 24 months, if appropriate.

Workforce programs and support services are parallel to, rather than integrated
within, the education system and economic development efforts. The Department of
Community and Economic Development and its Division of Business and Economic
Development, the Utah State Office of Education (K-12), the Utah System of Higher
Education, Applied Technology Education, DWS, and other agencies recognize the
important relationship among education, job training, and economic development.” Each
complements and contributes to Governor Leavitt’s economic development initiatives,
and education and economic development representatives serve on Utah’s State Council
for Workforce Services, the state Workforce Investment Board (WIB). Relations are
improving, but remain weak at present.

The passage of federal workforce reform (i.e., WIA) followed state reforms by
several years and its implementation by more than a year. State and local staff cite
WIA’s cumbersome regulatory and reporting requirements and a general lack of

resources to “do the job” as the principal constraints to progress in workforce
development.

Section II. Leadership and Governance
A. Leadership

Workforce initiatives in Utah have been driven primarily by Governor Mike
Leavitt and Lieutenant Governor Olene Walker. The 1996 report of the Governor’s Task
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Force on Workforce Development, in combination with an influential 1992 legislative
audit report, laid the foundation for the current system, and imbued it with a strong sense
of business ownership and direction. In 1997, Governor Leavitt selected a prominent Salt
Lake City banker as DWS’ first executive director, to create and implement the new
system and then to direct its transition to WIA. Under his leadership, business direction,
state administration, local responsiveness, and customer-oriented services became
defining features of the Utah system.

The first director retired and was succeeded in July 2002, and with an experienced
staff of administrators, the agency continues to advance the state administered/locally
delivered services for employers, job seekers, and individuals in need of supportive
services. Beyond a few key individual actors, the state legislature, education, and
organized labor have not played major leadership roles in the workforce system under
WIA. Organized labor has never had a strong influence on Utah policy making or
economic events.

Governor Leavitt continues to be actively engaged in workforce issues, but has
delegated day-to-day responsibility for service design and operations to DWS directors
and staff. The governor’s interest and engagement in WIA is somewhat less than in the
initial period of implementation, but his leadership team is firmly in place and carrying
out activities as envisioned and planned.

The Utah Legislature as a whole has not been very active in WIA policy-making
since its very intense effort in workforce reform in the mid-1990s. Utah’s House
majority whip is an ex officio, non-voting member of the state WIB and has maintained a
strong interest in workforce development issues.’

The Utah State Council on Workforce Services, the state WIB, is rarely
mentioned in conversations about leadership in workforce development policy, other than
to say that members meet quarterly for brief sessions, typically ratifying
recommendations made by the eight regional planning councils. The state council
appears to be largely staff-led rather than a lead actor in workforce development policy.

In many respects, business has provided leadership that has been essential to the
nature of workforce development policies and programs in Utah. By selecting a
prominent Salt Lake City banker as both the Task Force director and the first DWS
executive director (1997-2002), the governor ensured that Utah would enjoy strong
business leadership. Several individuals characterized business leadership and the
business role as far stronger now than under JTPA, though not necessarily as a result of
WIA. The strong business orientation in Utah’s workforce programs is not only unique
among the states, but predates even the Manpower Development and Training Act in the
early 1960s. The Utah Employment Service was employer-dominated since it was
established in the late 1930s. Business’s leadership role was further strengthened in the
mid-1990s under Utah’s state workforce reforms.
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Leadership from education, labor, and other sectors has not been strong. A core
of academic researchers at the University of Utah has influenced key directions in
workforce development policy making in Utah and nationally since the early 1960s.” In
addition, a Utah State AFL-CIO official serves as a paid contractor delivering state rapid
response services, and has long been active in Utah workforce issues, having previously
served as the director of Utah’s CETA program for a number of years.

B. Governance and Decentralization

Utah strengthened state authority over workforce development policies and
programs substantially in 1996 when it enacted House Bill 375, centralizing service
design and operations in its single-state approach to workforce development. WIA’s
implementation in July 1999 had only marginal effects on state authority for workforce
development.

Utah as a single-state, state-administered workforce program has centralized
almost all policy decision making. There are no local WIBs. However, eight regional
planning councils have substantial and substantive input into key aspects of workforce
policy (e.g., planning), resource allocation (e.g., how performance monies are spent),
service design (e.g., local program and Employment Center variations, provider
selection), and the location of Employment Centers, Utah’s One-Stop Career Centers.
Three of eight regional planning councils for the workforce areas are directed by former
PIC directors. As several key staff stated, there is a "balance of power” within this highly
centralized workforce structure, but, clearly, most power resides with the state. With few
exceptions (e.g., a handful of co-located staff from partner programs), Employment
Center staff are all Utah DWS employees.

The Utah State Council on Workforce Services is a "grandfathered" board that
was already in place serving WIB-type functions since 1997 as a state human resource
investment council under JTPA. From July 1998 to June 1999, it also served as the
single-state council under JTPA before WIA was implemented. The Council enjoys
somewhat enhanced authority under Utah House Bill 375, but mainly serves as a
compliance entity. Utah also created a state youth council to comply with WIA
provisions.

The 31-member State Council is comprised of 24 full voting members and seven
non-voting members (six ex officio agency directors, plus the emeritus chair of the
regional chairs). Voting members include seven employers (four small, three large); two
employee organization/labor representatives; two community-based organization
representatives; one veterans' representative; three public partner representatives (public
education, higher education, and rehabilitation); and the eight chairs of the Regional
Councils on Workforce Services.® More than half of the voting representatives represent
business, including all eight of the regional council chairs. Among other duties, the state
council is responsible for:

e Developing a state workforce services plan (for all workforce services, not just
WIA);
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e Reviewing regional workforce plans;

e Working cooperatively with regional councils to oversee operations and ensure
service delivery in line with plans;

e Overseeing DWS in providing technical assistance to regional workforce areas;
e Evaluating program performance;
e Developing plans to improve program outcomes;

e Improving the understanding and visibility of state workforce efforts through
external and internal marketing strategies;

e Preparing an annual report to the governor and the legislature; and

e Coordinating planning and delivery of workforce services with education,
vocational rehabilitation, and human services.

The state council plays both oversight and planning roles in Utah, but tends to be
staff-driven and acts primarily in a ratification role for recommendations and decisions
made by the eight regional planning councils. This arrangement seems to reflect a
bottom-up/top-down system for decision making and planning, with a balance of state
and regional power. The state clearly has the upper hand, but many decisions bubble up
from the regions.

Utah also established the State Youth Council and eight Regional Youth Councils,
some of which—e.g., the Central Region Youth Council in Salt Lake City—are more
active than others. Only the State Youth Council is actually required under WIA, given
its single-state status, but Utah has established the various youth councils in any event to
parallel its regional planning councils. The State Youth Council has not played a
significant role. The 26-member Central Region Youth Council in Salt Lake City, headed
by Applied Technology Center Regional President Bo Hall, is very active, both in
formulating youth policy and in overseeing youth services and their results. It has 24
voting members who primarily represent secondary and postsecondary education and
community youth organizations, as well as Job Corps; only a handful represents business.

Aside from the AFL-CIO official who contracts with DWS to provide state rapid
response services for dislocated workers, little mention was made of organized labor’s
role in workforce development governance. Similarly, education’s contribution to
workforce development appears marginal. Directors and staff characterized Utah public
education as a locally driven system, in which state commitments appear to carry little
weight as a practical matter, while postsecondary education, with its own state agency,
has not been very strong. In addition, Utah lacks a fully developed system of community
and technical colleges.

Because Utah is a single-state workforce area, no formal substate allocation
formula is required. Utah makes no distinction between the governor’s reserve funds and
substate allocations. Utah’s state structure also precludes strong interest in the use of
expanded “work-flex” authority. DWS can largely do whatever it wants with respect to
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substate regions and Employment Centers since they function as extensions of the state.
Under WIA, DWS opted to continue utilizing some of the waivers that were in place
under JTPA for Program Year (PY) 1998, including:

e Use of administrative cost limitations under WIA;
e Use of state procurement policy under WIA;
e Internships at private, for-profit entities for WIA-eligible adults;

e Simplified definitions of Youth Employability Enhancements (on a contingency
basis); and

e Providing work experience for dislocated workers.

With a single-state approach, the state has retained most authority for workforce-
related decision making. Yet, regional councils help guide state council actions.
Regional councils have less discretion and control than the PICs that preceded them
under JTPA. This is an outcome of state reforms, not WIA.

Section I1I. Workforce System Planning
A. State Strategic Planning

WIA procedures have only marginally affected workforce planning in Utah; state
law had already required annual comprehensive planning for DWS operations. Utah’s
State Workforce Services Operational Business Plan is a guiding document for workforce
development, while the WIA state strategic plan is largely a compliance document. DWS
prepared Utah’s Strategic Five-Year State Workforce Investment Plan for Title I WIA
and the Wagner-Peyser Act internally, with minimal input from its partners, and
submitted the plan to the U.S. DOL prior to implementation in July 1999. DWS
submitted a separate WIA Youth Transition Plan in September 1999. Both plans were
reviewed and approved by the respective state councils. Utah has made only minor
annual adjustments to the strategic plan since.

DWS had incorporated most of the intended program partners when it was
established as a comprehensive workforce services agency in July 1997. Key steps in
preparing the state plan included:

e DWS formed an internal committee to analyze and outline Utah’s response to
WIA;

e DWS staff prepared a discussion paper on WIA issues and presented it to the state
and regional councils for their reactions in January 1999;

e The state council—which includes vocational rehabilitation and education agency
representatives—developed recommendations regarding One-Stop Career Center
service structures, performance measures, and other areas;
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e The plan was transmitted electronically to all Employment Centers and state
council members for review and comment; hard copies were also made available
at many locations; and

e Comments were incorporated into the final plan before submission to U.S. DOL
in the spring of 1999.

As an early-implementing state, Utah did not intend to include plans for youth
services until July 2000. However, U.S. DOL strongly encouraged state officials to
include youth services before designating Utah an early implementing state. DWS
subsequently prepared and submitted a separate plan for youth services.

Utah’s operational workforce planning process has been substantive and real. It
does not resemble the “big staple,” at least in terms of the workforce funding streams that
DWS has direct authority over and responsibility for. Nor has it been modified
substantially for other reasons. Utah’s plan does not address business cycle downturns,
but, with annual modifications, can respond reasonably well and timely to changing
economic circumstances.

The chairs of the regional (and subregional) planning councils sit on the state
council and actively participate in planning for workforce development services,
including WIA. As noted, the council tends to ratify the decisions and recommendations
made by the regional councils. The real and unanticipated downside of the Utah single-
state approach may be that local elected officials are less involved than under JTPA and
have less reason to engage and buy into the process. There is simply less in it for local
elected officials than there was under preceding programs like JTPA or CETA. Note that
chief elected officials do serve on all of the regional councils.

B. Local Planning

There is no local WIA planning requirement for Utah as a single-state area, but
each substate workforce area’s council has an annual planning cycle. Utah’s state plan is
a rolled-up, ratified version of the five regional workforce plans and decisions, and thus is
well aligned with them.

Section IV. System Administration: Structure and Funding
A. System Overview

Administrative authority is uniform across regions and Employment Centers.
Program resource allocations are determined at the state level.” The state administered,
locally delivered workforce and support services that DWS staff provide are structured
along geographic and functional lines. At the state level, the Office of Service Delivery
Support assists the regional directors of the five workforce service areas regarding the
management and direct delivery of services for the multiple programs delivered at the
Employment Centers. Other functional responsibilities are assigned to specialized offices
or divisions at DWS for labor market information, finance, management information and
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technology, and administration at the state level. See Appendix A, Figure 1 for the DWS
organizational chart.

At the local level services and tasks are conducted by staff assigned to functional
areas: administration, eligibility services, employment services, and business services.
Eligibility services (Food Stamps, TANF, etc.), employment services (core, intensive,
and training), and business services (labor exchange, labor market information, and
workshops) are staffed and available at the full-service Employment Centers. Placement
and career advancement leading to self-sufficiency guide service delivery.

Utah has taken a very broad and encompassing approach to workforce service
delivery, consolidating most of the major workforce funding streams at the state level and
passing them down to the five regions and local Employment Centers. Funding streams
consolidated into DWS and passed down to the local Employment Centers are: WIA
adult, dislocated worker, and youth programs; Wagner-Peyser Act/Employment Services
programs; TANF work programs, as well as TANF cash assistance; TAA and NAFTA-
TAA, including financial assistance as well as training; veterans’ employment and
training programs; Food Stamp Employment and Training programs, as well as Food
Stamps; and child care. Utah is one of only two states that chose not to operate a
Welfare-to-Work formula program.'® In addition, Utah displaced worker program funds
are allocated to the local Employment Centers. The span of administrative authority is
uniform across regions and local Employment Centers, due to the fact that workforce
development under DWS is a state-administered system.

Other major potential contributors to workforce development include public and
adult education and vocational rehabilitation, which are administered by the Utah Office
of Education; postsecondary education in the Department of Higher Education; and
economic development in the Utah Department of Community and Economic
Development. Their relationship to workforce services varies considerably at the
regional and local levels.

Education and training opportunities are provided elsewhere by referral usually at
community college campuses, employer worksites, or Applied Technology Centers
(ATCs). In more remote rural areas, DWS tends to be the default youth services
provider, while in urban areas, schools and community-based organizations tend to fill
this role. The arrangements vary by area with provider capacity; however, the
configuration in local Employment Centers tends to be very consistent from area to area
across the state.

Interagency/program partner linkage is stronger at the local than the state level.
In Moab, vocational rehabilitation, adult education, and postsecondary education actors
are actively and regularly engaged with the Employment Center. (Moab is a small town
set in a remote rural setting abutting several large national parks, e.g., Arches and
Canyonlands.) All of these agencies are located within a mile or so of the local
Employment Center, and, as in any small town, everyone knows everyone else and often
has for many years. The Vocational Rehabilitation director sits on the regional council,
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regularly attends meetings, and takes regular referrals. The Arches Education Center’s
adult education program is aware of Employment Center services. The Moab Higher
Education Center—a joint center offering classes from Utah State University, the College
of Eastern Utah, and (soon) the new ATC—serves as a critical resource for educating and
training area job seekers at the postsecondary level. The local economic development
and tourism director is a key player in the governor’s Smart Site Initiative, promoting the
diffusion of technology employment into rural areas, and is coordinating his efforts
closely with Employment Center and education and training activities generally.

By far the largest urban area in Utah, with nearly 60 percent of its residents, Salt
Lake City enjoys access to a wide array of workforce, education, and related services,
many of which are engaged in the Central Region’s five Employment Centers. The
Downtown Employment Center has active day-to-day partnerships with Vocational
Rehabilitation (which leases space in the same building) and homeless services, and has
had on-site learning and GED preparation efforts with Horizonte (a Salt Lake City
independent school district, or ISD program), and computer training with Salt Lake
Community College and the Latter-Day Saints Business College. On-site child care
services are being piloted at the office as well. The Downtown Employment Center has
also contracted directly with various vocational rehabilitation organizations (e.g.,
Silverado) to provide mental health and related services for its customers.

Labor exchange services for employers and job seekers are available online at
www.jobs.utah.gov and assistance in using the system is provided by employment
counselors and business services specialists, who also provide traditional placement
services. Although Ul claims are handled via the state call center, Ul claimants may still
come into Employment Centers to register for work. They can also register online at
www.jobs.utah.gov.

Utah’s Central Region is home to five full-service Employment Centers—
Downtown, Metro, Midvale, South County (in Salt Lake City/County), and Tooele (in
Tooele County, west of Salt Lake City)—as well as a specialized Business Services
Center in central Salt Lake City. The full-service centers in this region are much larger
on average than others in Utah, reflecting population concentration in the Salt Lake City
area. (More than three-quarters of the state’s 2.2 million people live within a 45-mile
radius of Utah’s capital city, and fully three-fifths of them reside in the Salt Lake City
Metropolitan Statistical Area.) The Central Region’s Employment Centers tend to have
the largest numbers of full-time equivalent staff of any of the regions. On average,
Central’s five Employment Centers have about 60 full-time equivalent employees
staffing primarily eligibility and employment counseling services; business services are
staffed only minimally at these centers due to the presence of the centralized Business
Services Center in south Salt Lake City. Some eligibility functions have been
consolidated in the Central Region office. DWS staff in this region also have been
outstationed in other locations, including the Utah Refugee Employment and Community
Center (for refugee services), the Temporary Placement Office (for homeless services),
and the Magna Satellite Office.
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The Downtown Employment Center, one of the larger Central Region
Employment Centers, which, along with the Business Services Center, was the focus of
our site visit, is unique in at least several respects. First, the Downtown Employment
Center's location is in the central city neighborhood where many homeless individuals
live and related services are housed, and thus has a strong human services orientation,
having formerly been an Office of Family Services office. Second, the Downtown
Employment Center has a full-time social worker on site to assist staff and customers
with their specialized needs. Moreover, the Downtown Employment Center grew by 20
full-time staff in the last year, as services and needs became more concentrated in the Salt
Lake area after the Olympics-related boom came to an end. Third, the Downtown
Employment Center boasts staff who are fluent in 15 different languages, ranging from
German and Spanish to Bosnian, Vietnamese, and Swahili.'" Fourth, it has ongoing
partnerships with homeless centers, health clinics, and other social services groups. Fifth,
it is also located a few short blocks from Welfare Square, the transient services center of
the Church of Christ of Latter Day Saints.

In the Eastern Region, we focused our attention on centers in Price and especially
Moab. Moab, with its size, geographic isolation, and rural nature, tends to be highly
collaborative. Moab is located in Grand County in southeastern Utah, a county with only
about 8,000 year-round residents. Moab’s Employment Center is housed in a very new
facility and has only 15 full-time equivalent staff, offering the full range of eligibility,
employment counseling, and business services. Moab also has what it refers to as its “Up
Team,” staff who man the counter in the front office and guide customers to self-directed
and other services as needed. Its approach has a highly personal feel to it that might not
always be possible in most large urban Employment Centers. As Moab staff indicated,
they “know their customers” — job seekers and employers — personally and see them
every day in the grocery store.

See Appendix B, Table 1 for Utah’s administrative and service delivery
arrangements.

B. Memoranda of Understanding and Partnership Building

DWS drives the memoranda of understanding (MOU) process at the state and the
local level in Utah. To align WIA and other workforce services at DWS with those
provided by partner agencies, DWS has used an "umbrella" MOU with most state
agencies and programs. The document is a broad, generic statement of roles and
relationships that complies with WIA requirements.

Utah DWS initially negotiated MOUs for PY 1999 with all of its partner agencies,
including: the Utah Office of Rehabilitation; the Utah Department of Community and
Economic Development; the Utah Office of Education; the Utah System of Higher
Education; the Utah Department of Human Services; and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Forest Service and Green Thumb, Inc., for older worker services. DWS
negotiated a separate MOU for PY 1999 with the Futures Through Training organization
for services to migrants and seasonal farmworkers under WIA’s National Programs
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provisions. For PY 2000, DWS expanded the umbrella MOU to include Futures Through
Training.

C. Education

DWS has made a number of attempts to get education more involved in the
workforce development system, but adult education, secondary, and postsecondary
education still lack strong connections. Workforce development and both public and
higher education have enjoyed good relationships over the years, but they have tended to
operate largely as parallel systems. Differences in authority, goals, and objectives, and
provider reporting requirements, as well as decentralization and resource issues all have
contributed to inconsistent involvement. Utah’s system of public education is authorized
in the state constitution, while workforce programs are provided for in legislation.
Higher education is not provided for in the state constitution but enjoys higher status than
workforce development.

Utah lacks a statewide community college system as such, but now has a
reasonable equivalent. Until just a few years ago, there were only four institutions of
higher education in the state, though there were several two-year occupationally oriented
schools (located in Cedar City, Ephraim, Ogden, Price, and St. George), as well as
technical schools in Provo and Salt Lake City. The occupational schools in Cedar City
and Ogden developed into four-year colleges and now are beginning to offer graduate
classes, as is Provo’s two-year technical school. And, Salt Lake Technical College has
become Salt Lake Community College. All of these institutions still have substantial
technical occupational offerings.

There are relatively few community college campuses, and the Utah College of
Applied Technology (UCAT) has not yet fully developed its network of regional centers.
The network of ATCs under the UCAT is viewed as an emerging cornerstone for linking
education and workforce development in Utah. Unfortunately, the UCAT system has not
been fully funded. Governor Leavitt has pushed for full implementation of the statewide
system of ten ATCs, but only four are now serving portions of the state.'” The ATCs
began under the auspices of public education and were created to offer more
sophisticated secondary vocational education on a multi-school level than could be
provided in individual high schools. Their adult enrollments eventually exceeded their
high school student enrollments, leading them onto the uncompleted path to higher
education.

At the state level, the connection between adult/continuing education and
workforce services is limited. Participation in adult education varies considerably by
region and local area. Once again, the decentralized nature of ISDs presents challenges
to implementing state policy when it comes to effective workforce/education linkages. In
Moab, the Arches Education Center, located in a portable building on the local high
school campus, has been serving both alternative high school students and adult
education enrollees. Their numbers are small and the intensity of their intervention is
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quite low: of 138 students reported as participating at the Arches Education Center over
the past year, only 30 were reported to have participated for more than 12 hours.

Both K-12 and postsecondary education are represented on all state and regional
youth councils. As mentioned earlier, public education has only weak ties to WIA in
Utah, in large part reflecting the high level of decentralization in the state’s K-12 system.
Local ISDs are relatively free to go their own way and have apparently not found
participation in WIA worthwhile to date.

The Utah State Office of Rehabilitation Services and DWS efforts to coordinate
services are at times constrained by WIA’s accountability measures, which may conflict
with the employment prospects of persons with disabilities. The Office of Rehabilitation
Services is generally seen as a purchaser of education and training services rather than as
an agency to coordinate with.

D. State and Local Workforce Investment Board Funding Issues

Utah’s highly integrative approach to workforce service delivery allows it to be
flexible in shifting participants among the “portfolio” of funding streams (e.g., from WIA
to TANF) for which a client is eligible as the need arises. State administration allows the
transferring of program funds between workforce regions and offices. DWS has
prioritized low-income and welfare recipients as target populations for services. Utah
seeks to help those most in need to attain self-sufficiency.

Resource limitations are affecting the capacity of Utah’s workforce system to
accomplish its mission, goals, and objectives. Not only have WIA, Wagner-Peyser Act,
and child care allocations been declining in the face of rising unemployment and growing
post-Olympics/9-11 dislocation, but the Utah legislature has not been favorably disposed
to filling these gaps in federal support. The governor’s ATC initiative has not been fully
funded at the levels promised.

Education and training have been especially constrained by resource limitations
under WIA, and, consequently DWS has prioritized target populations for training
services in both its adult and dislocated worker programs. Low-income persons generally
are the top priority, followed by welfare recipients. In addition, since 2001 each
Employment Center has been deciding whom to refer to services using WIA
Prioritization Sheets. Counselors use these sheets to allocate points to eligible
individuals in a number of categories (see nearby box for categories). Higher point totals
are awarded for greater need.

WIA Prioritization Sheets are used in conjunction with an Education and Training
Services Approval Guide that provides employment counselors with a guide to assessing
customer need and the appropriateness of services. Need is tied to the lack of marketable
skills and whether suitable employment is available. Appropriateness is linked to
assessment of the individual’s ability to succeed, whether they have a reasonable
expectation of employment, cost-reasonableness and proximity of training, and whether
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the training or worksite learning can be completed in the prescribed time limits, among
others.

WIA, which is 100 percent federally funded, comprises only about three percent
of the DWS budget when TANF and Food Stamp program benefits are included in the
total. Local governments, nonprofit organizations, and private sector enterprises
contribute very little of note to workforce development, although DWS is currently
checking on child care in-kind match and cash resources at the local level. The use of
TANF (especially) and Wagner-Peyser Act funding to support core services has allowed
Utah to reserve most of its WIA funds for training.

WIA Prioritization Sheets — Categories and Points

WIA Adults WIA Dislocated Workers

Employment Skills (0-5) Replacement Wage (0-4)

Education (0-4) Education (0-4)

Single Head of Household (0-2) Single Head of Household (0-2)

No. of Dependents (0-3) Transferability of Wage (Skills) (0-3)
Desired Length of Training (1-4) Desired Length of Training (1-4)
Availability of Other Funding (1-4) Verified Employment After Training (0-1)
Disability, Substantial (0-1) Occupation Work History-Tenure (1-3)
Offender (0-1) Transferable to Demand Occupation (0-3)

Homeless (0-1)

Section V. One-Stop Career Center Organization and Operations
A. State and Local Overview

DWS prescribes the services and approach used in its 37 state operated and
administered full-service Employment Centers, Utah’s One-Stop Career Centers. Utah
does not have a chartering process, per se, but all aspects of its One-Stop Employment
Centers—except for their location and the day-to-day partner relationships—are
determined by DWS state policy.

DWS prescribes the design and most operating procedures for Employment
Centers, including the types and staff configuration of eligibility, employment
counseling, and business services teams. Information, eligibility, core, intensive, and
case management services may be provided seamlessly by specialized staff, generic staff,
or cross-functional teams without reference to funding source.

This process began in 1998 when DWS set “franchising” standards to create a

consistent center look and feel. This process was expanded in early 1999 when DWS’
director formed the second Employment Center Design Team, focusing on customer
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service delivery and support services pathways. A third Employment Center Design
Team reported to DWS in the latter half of 2000 in a concise, thoughtful document
entitled “Employment Center Services: Service Delivery Design”. This report details
Employment Center vision, mission, and unifying principles, provides a standard service
delivery flowchart, and describes the services provided to individuals and employers,
including self-directed, core (including business), intensive/training, eligibility, and other
supportive services. There is local flexibility concerning whether the staff is multi-
functional or specialized in each center.

Information specialists (formerly Wagner-Peyser Act staff) assist clients in the
“Job Connection” area, usually a bank of computers in an open work environment where
job seekers select from a variety of automated and print resources to address their
employment concerns. Clients are asked to register for employment services, and those
who seek additional assistance are “triaged” to an employment counselor or eligibility
specialist, as appropriate. WIA registration usually occurs when an individual is
receiving intensive services and is likely to advance to training.

Not surprisingly, given its strong business orientation, Utah takes “branding”
seriously. This has particular significance considering that all of its Employment Centers
are staffed entirely by state employees. Centers feature common signage, functionally
arranged floor plans, and common services.

Services ranging from those supported under WIA, Employment Services, TANF
programs, the Food Stamp program and Food Stamp Employment and Training, and
child care are offered at the Employment Centers not as “programs” but as generic
services (e.g., job search, career counseling), which are provided seamlessly without
reference to funding source.

Almost all Employment Centers are full-service One-Stop Career Centers, but
there are also a number of “satellite” Employment Centers in remote, rural parts of the
state that offer limited days and hours of operation. (See Appendix A, Figure 2 for a map
noting the location of these Employment Centers statewide.) A number of “storefront”
Employment Centers, emphasizing self-services, job search assistance, and access to
supportive services, opened in early 2000. Utah experimented with automated kiosks in
the late 1980s and early 1990s, but decided not to continue them due to their perceived
ineffectiveness and low rates of utilization. DWS staff have no interest in reviving
kiosks, especially in light of the high shares of the state’s population that have online
access either at home, at work, or through libraries and community centers.

DWS specifies the services and partners to be present on site, and the scope of
DWS efforts is broad. There are 19 WIA-required partners. The following required
partners are part of Utah DWS, and their funding is thus an integral part of Employment
Center operations across the state: WIA adult, dislocated worker, and youth programs;
Employment Services; TAA, NAFTA-TAA, Ul, veterans' employment and training
programs. Adult and postsecondary education, Vocational Rehabilitation, older workers
programs, Migrant Seasonal Farm Workers, and Job Corps programs are required
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partners but are not part of DWS. Most of these non-DWS programs are signatories to
the umbrella state-level MOU. The status of Community Services Block Grant, Housing
and Urban Development, and Native American programs is unclear at this point, though
all have been good DWS partners over time.

Note that in Utah, discussion of “partners” in the context of a fully integrated
One-Stop delivery system with seamless services supported by DWS-administered
programs, misses the point: it is their funding and the services they support that are
present in Utah’s Employment Centers, not their programs as such. The “partners”
discussion has more relevance in terms of non-DWS agencies and programs. Utah does
not operate formula Welfare-to-Work or Youth Opportunity grant programs.

Optional partners/services that are part of DWS and offered in Employment
Centers include: TANF and TANF work programs (FEP), Food Stamps and Food Stamp
Employment and Training, and child care. Other optional partners such as National and
Community Service Act programs, community and technical colleges, and economic
development are often linked to Employment Centers via referral processes, but not
physically housed in them.

Utah’s functional Employment Center approach predates WIA by two years but
has accommodated to WIA requirements in limited ways. “Grandfathering” has much to
do with it. Utah checks regularly to see what other leading states (e.g., Michigan,
Wisconsin, Texas) have done with their One-Stop delivery system approaches. Utah
DWS has invested considerable time and resources to make services as seamless as
possible for its customers, both employers and job seekers. The hard work largely takes
place behind the scenes, making funding streams work for customers without forcing
them to understand the intricacies or problems entailed in their use. Their seamless-
service approach appears to be working very well.

Utah’s integrated, holistic, seamless approach to service delivery is very
innovative, especially given that it has been accomplished—including the creation of a
very active business services group—within a state agency that would have found it
easier to mimic federal/state silos than to press for functional teams offering seamless
services. In addition, more self-directed services were slated to go online for employers
and job seekers in November 2002. Business services are real, not rhetorical in Utah.

TANF and TANF work programs (FEP) are an integral part of DWS and its many
Employment Centers. DWS relies heavily on TANF funds to support core, training, and
child care services. TANF funds are plentiful relative to Wagner-Peyser Act and WIA,
and many DWS customers are TANF recipients or eligible for TANF.

B. Employer and Business Engagement
The Utah business services approach predated WIA, but is deepening and

expanding steadily due to technological advances (e.g., www.jobs.utah.gov), customer
satisfaction, and continuous improvement efforts supported by the act. DWS views its
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mission in part as empowering employers. Business leaders not only chair, but also are
dominant on the state council.

Components of business services include: workforce information (Utah’s term for
labor market information), economic development linkages, and traditional labor
exchange services, including job posting and job matching. Business services are
centralized in the Salt Lake City area, and diffused across Employment Centers in the
remainder of the state.

Employment counselor and business services teams perform intermediary roles.
Sectoral and cluster-based strategies do not play a prominent role in Utah’s workforce
development strategy. Although it is not explicitly sectoral or cluster-based, the Smart
Site Initiative may adopt such an approach.

Utah’s efforts to encourage and support business engagement in workforce
development began with the choice of a prominent Salt Lake City banker as the first
executive director for DWS and the creation of extensive business services accessible at
every Employment Center. In addition, one of the strategies embodied in Governor
Leavitt’s 1000-Day Economic Plan Initiative, launched on March 13, 2002, is “to
develop Utah as a center for technology investment, employment and entrepreneurship.’
Action steps for this plan include:

b

e Creating a network of individual, regional, and international alliances that build
upon Utah’s strengths;

e Creating economic ecosystems and making them a well-recognized icon of Utah
technology leadership (e.g., web services, digital media, biotechnology and
human genetics, medical devices, sport, and tourism);

e Developing rural “smart sites;” and
e Maintaining a regulatory environment where business can operate profitably.

The Governor’s 1,000-Day Economic Plan was followed in April 2002 by a
companion 1,000-Day Workforce Development Plan that was developed and approved
by the state and the regional councils. This plan focuses on improving employer/business
(as well as other) partnerships to support the economic plan.

The DWS state model prescribes business service provision in all Employment
Centers tied to three areas of need identified for its business customers—qualified job
applicants; information about DWS services, the economy, and other business resources;
and responsiveness and individualized service. Business services offered via
Employment Centers include:

o Self-directed services, such as electronic employment exchange, workforce
information, and links to related resources;
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e Staff-assisted recruitment services, such as job matching and placement, state and
worldwide job posting via the Internet, use of DWS facilities, and job fairs;

e Business education services, such as seminars and workshops on relevant topics,
workforce information, work/life consultations, business resource materials;

e Technology training on UWORKS, Utah's case management and reporting
system, and other resources;

e Other business services, such as information on subsidized child care, worksite
learning, job development, layoff intervention and rapid response assistance, alien
labor certification, assistance with Welfare-to-Work and Work Opportunity Tax
Credits (WOTC), etc.;

e Other value-added business services (fee-based), such as customized training, job
description writing, background checks, Utah employer conferences, business
seminars and workshops, enhanced job fairs;

e Partnerships with economic development agencies to assist new and expanding
businesses; and

e Targeted services by region, including—especially for small to medium-sized
employers—job order accounts.

In early 2000, the Central Region established a separate Business Services Center
in south central Salt Lake City to serve employers and businesses, the only region to have
done so. This center was created at the direction of the Central Region Council. The
same business services are available at this location as at any Employment Center, but the
Business Services Center atmosphere is more tailored to business, offering them a “single
point of contact” that the regional council felt was merited given the greater density of
employers in the Salt Lake City area.

Utah markets services to businesses and employers many different ways, ranging
from regular workshops and seminars, including presentations by DWS state and regional
economists on local economic and labor market developments. They also conduct large
job and career fairs. Business services are a DWS Employment Center function and are
not contracted out. Business/employer services in Utah are delivered entirely by DWS
state staff, some of whom have come to DWS with considerable private sector
experience.

Employment Centers provide staff-assisted job referrals to employers but no real
distinction is made within DWS between Wagner-Peyser Act funded service and others.
Employment counselors are paid through a combination of funding sources, including
Wagner-Peyser Act, based on a cost allocation formula tied to "random-moment time
survey" samples.
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Utah’s Employment Centers typically have both business services and
employment counselor staff teams. Each does job development to some extent and
markets the WOTC and related services. WOTC is just one part of the larger package of
business services provided by DWS. All WOTC applications are handled centrally by
DWS staff: last year they processed some 3,000 WOTC applications, of which about 15
percent were approved. Utah does not appear to be pursuing old-style “smokestack
chasing” with public subsidies so much as trying to grow existing businesses. Job
development is also conducted within the Employment Centers by DWS staff. Local
economic development activities are also engaged in by local groups, e.g., the director of
economic development in Moab.

Utah developed its own customer satisfaction survey for use with job seekers and
employers in samples large enough to support continuous improvement efforts at or very
near the point of service. DWS has approached the issue of customer satisfaction very
seriously. It designed and implemented customer satisfaction surveys that seek to
determine satisfaction and the factors producing it at the point of service. DWS was not
happy with the U.S. DOL-mandated approach (for WIA and Wagner-Peyser Act).
Instead, DWS developed a 22-question survey for 2001 that was mailed to a stratified
sample of 7,336 employers, designed to be valid in each state Employment Center. They
got a 16 percent response rate (par for mail surveys). They included questions designed
to elicit both satisfaction responses and specific comments on which services and staffing
needed improvement and in what ways. DWS does not collect data at present on return
business from its employer customers, but will begin to track this in the near future.

Self-sufficiency wages and benefits are definitely an explicit part of the bargain
struck with businesses, starting with strong statements by the governor and extending to
the workforce information that is used in job development and training.

C. Operational Issues

Labor exchange services are fully integrated into Utah’s Employment Centers.
WIA funding tends to be directed to training rather than core/labor exchange services.
Labor exchange is provided in a seamless-services approach. Coordination between WIA
and Wagner-Peyser Act services is no longer an issue in Utah since the funds that support
Employment Center team members come from these and other sources (e.g., TANF,
Food Stamp Employment and Training). DWS staff who are organized into eligibility,
employment counselor, and business services teams at the Employment Centers, perform
labor exchange services.

Labor market intermediaries do not play a significant role in Utah’s workforce
development system. Instead, Employment Centers are the central player with state
DWS staff providing most services. Employment counselor and business services teams
tend to perform intermediary roles in Utah. Sectoral and cluster-based strategies do not
play a prominent role in Utah’s workforce development strategy. The governor’s Smart
Site Initiative may be the exception, however, it is not explicitly sectoral or cluster-based,
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but rather a workforce development effort that is currently working to find innovative
means for applying advanced technologies with rural development.

Internet-based providers are having a significant impact on labor exchange, in part
prompting Utah to design and (in November 2002) offer self-directed labor exchange
services to businesses and job seekers through www.jobs.utah.gov. Eventually,
www.jobs.utah.gov will interface with UWORKS, Utah’s case management and
reporting system. Social Security numbers will be used for tracking job offers and
applications of individual job seekers, an approach now being piloted in several local
sites.

America’s Job and Talent Banks complement Employment Center labor exchange
services in Utah. DWS has incorporated links to all major Internet-based labor exchange
services, as well as to major employer websites.

D. One-Stop Career Center Contracting and Cost Sharing

Statewide administration of the Employment Centers narrows the range of
contracting opportunities and simplifies cost sharing. Employment Centers are not
contracted out but are operated exclusively by DWS staff statewide. DWS Employment
Center staff provide core and intensive services. Other services—notably training,
education, and child care—are accessed off-site via referrals and contracts with other
providers. Participants in training are automatically counted, retrospectively, as core and
intensive participants once enrolled in and registered for training. There are far fewer
opportunities for private, for-profit, and non-profit organizations in Utah than in most
other states due to its state administered workforce system.

In urban areas, youth services tend to be provided off-site via contracts or under
MOUs with local ISDs and other providers. Faith-based providers and community-based
organizations do provide workforce services around the state, but typically not on a
contractual basis. For example, the Latter Day Saints Church, Catholic Charities, and
other faith-based organizations are very active in many aspects of welfare services. ">

Utah relies on workload allocation factors and a random-moment time survey,
administered to 900 DWS staff quarterly, as its cross-program, cost-allocation system for
administrative and service costs. Cost-allocation procedures have been modified
minimally to accommodate WIA requirements.

TANF and Wagner-Peyser Act funds cover most core services in the Employment
Centers. TANF is the preferred funding source due its size relative to other funding
streams. WIA funds are reserved mainly for training, although TANF also pays for
training for welfare recipients. There is a tendency to rely on the more flush funding
streams, starting with TANF as the largest at present.

Facilities costs for Employment Centers are allocated across funding streams
based on square footage occupied by program staff in all areas of the state. These
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arrangements do not vary by region or local Employment Center. DWS uses aggregate
program case counts to allocate costs for self-directed services.

Utah continues to strive for seamless services with cost-allocation occurring very
much behind the scenes. Job seekers and employer customers are generally unaware of
which funding streams are financing the services they receive.

Section VI. Services and Participation

This section addresses individual services and participation and draws upon data
provided in Appendix B, Table 2: Utah Workforce Development Participation Patterns
(PY 2001).

A. Individual Services
Individual job seeker services include the following, which are available to customers

universally:

e Computer access to Utah’s Job Bank, America’s Job Bank, Career Exploration
Guide, resume preparation tools, workforce/labor market information;

e Job referrals;

e Veterans’ services;

e Job search assistance;

e Job skills workshops;

e Skills testing;

e Career counseling;

e Connection to educational opportunities;
e Vocational assessment; and

e Job training opportunities, including both classroom training financed by ITAs
and on-the-job training and customized training with employers.

In addition, support services offered to job seeker customers include:

¢ Financial assistance, e.g., the FEP/TANF, General Assistance, Working Toward
Employment (for disabled job seekers), and Refugee Cash Assistance;

e Food Stamp Program;
e Child care assistance; and

e Medical assistance.

It is unclear whether different classes of job seekers turn to Employment Centers
for services at higher rates. No such estimates are available from DWS.
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Employment Centers tend to serve low-income families with children, including
TANF/FEP recipients, driven largely by their funding streams. TANF is the largest of
the funding streams (along with child care).

Note that Utah’s approach to welfare reform was integrally tied to its workforce
development reforms. The FEP, the Utah TANF program with a 36-month lifetime
benefit limit, stresses four principles:

e Self-sufficiency planning prior to eligibility determination with a grant diversion
option;

e Universal, mandatory participation in employment-related activities based on
individualized self-sufficiency plans;'*

e Employment that is encouraged and supported rather than penalized; and

e Simplified cash assistance, Food Stamp Program, Medicaid, and child care rules
so that staff and participants can focus on self-sufficiency, not eligibility.

Professionals and managers are served but to a much lesser extent, again in part
due to the requirements of the major funding streams, but also following the traditional
association of publicly funded workforce services with low-wage workers and the
employers who hire them.

The Service Delivery System flow chart depicts typical customer flow in Utah
Employment Centers (see Appendix A, Figure 3). Clients who enter an Employment
Center encounter a staff person at a reception desk or counter who does an initial
informal screening of needs and interests in order to refer them to the right team, whether
eligibility or employment counseling, or to self-directed resources (e.g., computerized job
services).

There is considerable variation in registration procedures for WIA and
Employment Services. WIA is largely driven by performance measures and expectations
for success from DWS. Most clients are registered only when they appear to be solid
bets for labor market success, and thus likely to contribute towards meeting performance
standards statewide. Training registration/enrollment tends to incorporate back-
enrollment in core and intensive services as well, as noted above. The actual point at
which registration occurs may vary from center to center.

Utah captures participation in Wagner-Peyser Act funded services, recording
more than 250,000 job seekers in PY 2001. Customers using universal services have
been encouraged to register for employment services (Form 61), enabling DWS to track
core and mediated services upon data entry into UWORKS. DWS has piloted the use of
Social Security numbers for tracking self-directed services participation and found that
the overwhelming majority of customers is quite willing to provide full identifying
information, including Social Security numbers, when asked to do so on sign-in sheets.
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Anyone who wants a job referral, automated (www.jobs.utah.gov) or manual, must
register for services and can be tracked.

WIA training accounted for about 60 percent of statewide expenditures for
adults and dislocated workers in PY 2000, with shares ranging from 55 percent in the
rural Eastern Region to 68 to 78 percent in the Central Region (Salt Lake). WIA-related
training limitations include: limited, unpredictable funding; WIA’s initial “work first”
philosophy; performance measures and expectations; variable capacity/access; and initial
implementation of eligible training provider provisions.

The Moab Employment Center features what it calls "Up-Team" staffing. Several
cross-trained staff man the front reception counter and can handle most needs and issues
that typically arise. They are more knowledgeable of service requirements and
availability than the typical front-desk staffer and also “pinch-hit” for eligibility or
employment counselor staff as needed.

Core services are available to all customers universally, but are deemed
particularly appropriate for job-ready customers. Core services are accessed with, and
some without, staff assistance and include the following as outlined in DWS' services
2000 documentation, Employment Center Services:

e Employment Services registration (Form 61 or similar) and skills review;

¢ Employment exchange activities, including skills identification;

e Job Connection, an open area within the Employment Center that includes
computer stations for access to workforce information and labor exchange;

e Workshops on topics including pre-employment skills, life management skills,
assertive communication skills, and job retention skills;

o Skills testing;

e Career counseling, e.g., interest inventories, achievement, and ability tests;

e Labor market/workforce information;

e Access to Food Stamps;

e Employment-supported child care; and

¢ Initial assessment.

According to DWS staff, intensive and training services are not clearly separable

categories of service. Such services are not offered universally, but to customers “for
whom a job referral is not a sufficient service.” According to Utah DWS:
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Intensive and Training Services work hand-in-hand. All “Training
Services” customers are also Intensive Service customers—complete with
assessments, employment plans, and follow-up services. All “Intensive
Services” customers are potential recipients of some type of training
service—whether it be some type of work site learning opportunity or a
classroom training experience. In addition, every Intensive and Training
Services customer must be directed to or assisted with all appropriate self-
directed and Core services. (DWS, Employment Center Services, 2000, p.
19).

Intensive services are delivered by a multi-functional team of employment
experts—one of whom is designated the individual’s employment counselor—and
include: comprehensive and formal assessment; employment planning; and referral to
other community resources. Finally, training services include both classroom training
and worksite learning opportunities (on-the-job training).

Under DWS policy, training duration may be as long as 24 months, rather than the
12 months encouraged under WIA, should individual and local economic circumstances
support it. DWS is able to support such participation in part through reliance on other,
non-WIA funding streams.

There is a prioritization process in effect now (the criteria for which are discussed
above) to determine who gets access to training, as provided for under WIA. In addition,
local capacity limits play a role, e.g., ATCs only exist currently in four of the ten regions
they are planned for. In addition, performance standards and expectations play a
substantial role: only those who are expected to benefit from and demonstrate success per
the performance measures will ultimately be enrolled in training.

Employment Center services are marketed broadly to individuals, not in targeted
campaigns. The main group targeted for services by DWS is low-income workers,
followed by welfare recipients, who receive priority for training services due to resource
limitations. Local client targeting depends on funding streams and associated eligibility
restrictions. Local Employment Centers and the state DWS are responsible for marketing
workforce services for individuals. Marketing to foster usage of workforce services
began several years prior to WIA implementation in Utah.

B. Participation

Utah’s approach to service delivery can be characterized as “balanced,” in that,
while it is certainly employment-focused, it stresses substantive occupational training
intended to place participants into jobs that earn self-sufficiency wages. Moreover,
“service sequencing” does not accurately describe Utah’s client flow in WIA, given the
post-reporting of core/intensive services pursuant to enrollment in training. However,
Employment Centers have only given modest attention to training for high skilled jobs,
particularly given the lack of higher education capacity in terms of community colleges
and ATCs in the state.
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It is not clear what share of customers have recognized deficits in terms of
education and training or whether they actually receive services to address them. There
is simply no reliable way to measure this at this point in Utah.

Emergency assistance and supportive services appear to be available to clients
who need them. Since TANF, Food Stamps, Medicaid, and child care can all be accessed
(but not necessarily received) at Employment Centers, availability of these services
(except for child care) appears quite good uniformly across the state. Child care capacity
varies, and transportation services are constrained in many areas of the state, especially
rural ones such as Moab. The economic slowdown has increased the demand for services
at Utah Employment Centers, but the DWS service design at the centers appears to be
flexible enough to respond if funding can be arranged to support expanded service
delivery.

Section VII. Market Mechanisms: Their Use and Effects
A. Labor Market Information

Utah’s labor market information or workforce information system is well
developed and relatively customer friendly. Thoughtful effort and resources have been
devoted to it over a number of years. Despite this, as in most states, it is unclear whether
the information system—and the tools and training required to make it truly effective for
its customers—is used to its full potential. Utah’s workforce information system includes
the usual information on wages and employment, cost of living, employment and
unemployment, labor force characteristics, and career and industry trends. In addition to
basic labor market information and numerous publications, the elements include:

e Utah’s state and regional economists program, in which DWS economists attend
and make labor market information presentations to the state council and regional
councils, as well as to Employment Centers, the Business Center, and other
groups (e.g., chambers);

o The labor market information coordinator, a DWS staff person dedicated to
communicating with the system’s customers in terms that are more readily
understandable than those often used by economists. The coordinator ensures that
the web-based information and other labor market information products are up to
date and identifies key missing pieces;

e Training on labor market information and tools for accessing and using it; and
e America’s Labor Market Information System (ALMIS), developed by U.S. DOL

and various consortia around the country. Utah was an early partner in ALMIS
but has been admittedly slow to put it into use in the state.
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Utah DWS has undertaken a number of initiatives to get labor market information
out and used by its customers. Its regional economists travel around the state to get labor
market information out to customers and the labor market information coordinator
mediates the language and approaches used on the labor market information website and
www.jobs.utah.gov so that the information is readily digestible by lay consumers. DWS
also trains its customers on labor market information and tools. Job seekers and
employers can access labor market information and related tools on the DWS website
(www _jobs.utah.gov).

For job seekers, there is a mix of quick information and more elaborate
publications to help guide them in understanding labor market conditions and trends.
These include such quick information as:

e Utah Occupations with Most New Job Openings;
e Statewide Occupational Wage Table;
e Largest Companies in Utah; and

e Tips for Finding the Right Job.
It also disseminates more substantial publications, such as:

e Adult Career Guide (a revised version of which was released in early November
2002)—this guide features a Career Chart, organized by occupational title and
description (not bureaucratic code) that presents the employment outlook, salary,
training requirements, training sites (e.g., Salt Lake Community College, College
of Eastern Utah), and other relevant information, such as whether the occupation
is licensed or apprenticeable;

o Job Seeker’s Guide to Utah;

o Licensed Occupations in Utah, 2002;
e Utah Occupational Wages, 2002,

o Utah Job Outlook in Brief;

e Utah Labor Market Report; and

o Utah Job Outlook.

The DWS website also provides links to numerous U.S. DOL publications and
other tools. In addition, enhanced information for job seekers also includes online access
to the list of approved training providers and consumer report information described
below.

For employers, quick workforce information includes various tables by state,
county, and locality, as well as industry fact sheets, the employment cost index, and
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consumer price index. Labor market information publications geared to employers
include:

o Trendlines;

e Utah Occupational Wages;

e Labor Market Report;

o North American Industrial Classification System Booklet,

o Utah Equal Opportunity Information;

e Key labor market information;

o Utah Employers, Employment and Wages by Size of Firm,

o Annual Report of labor market information, and

o Utah Job Outlook, 2000—2005.

Employers also have online access to O*Net and numerous U.S. DOL and other

publications and tools, most of which they will be able to connect to via UWORKS.

Many of these same publications and sources are used daily by employment counselors
working directly with job seekers at the local centers.

DWS staff see several labor market information challenges. First, as DWS
increases emphasis on self-directed services in a more market-oriented system that relies
increasingly on individual choice of careers, training providers, and jobs, job seekers
must have ready access to accurate information about the labor market, training
providers, and their effectiveness in terms they can understand. Second, employers and
job seekers need tools and training on how to use them in order to access and use labor
market information effectively. Third, moving to more self-directed labor exchange
services presents challenges. Fourth, resources to support such investments are likely to
be in short supply given the condition of federal and state budgets.

B. Individual Training Accounts and Provider Certification

Funding and capacity limitations—especially regarding community and technical
colleges (e.g., the ATC system)—act as constraints on the provision of training. Utah
established $5,000 per-participant cap on training costs, as well as a 24-month duration
limitation if warranted by the individual’s needs and labor market demand. Eligible
provider availability is a problem, especially in more rural areas of the state. Specific
WIA-related training limitations include:

e Limited and unpredictable funding flow for training under WIA;

e  WIA’s initial “work first” philosophy, though this is much less the case now than
in 1999-2000;

e WIA performance measures and expectations; and

¢ Initial implementation of the eligible training provider provisions.
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Utah uses a guided-choice approach with its ITAs, within parameters established
at the state and local level. For example, DWS will not fund cosmetology or tattoo artist
training and has not for years: the jobs may be plentiful but the wages and benefits are
too low to merit the expenditure of scarce training funds. The individual’s assets, needs,
and desires are key. Individuals are encouraged to make their own choices based on
labor market and career information, which they jointly develop and analyze with
employment counselors. Note that "reverse referrals" are not unusual: community
colleges or other providers bring or refer potential students to the Employment Center to
pick up a referral, as well as financial and other support.

Utah has mainly relied on classroom training with ITAs rather than on-the-job
training. DWS does not appear to have pursued customized training to any real extent.
ITA policies do not seem to have been a big factor in the choice of training mode. DWS
staff states that experience with ITAs has been limited to date, although expenditures on
training statewide appear to be relatively high.

The use of ITAs represents a good fit with Utah’s market-oriented approach to
workforce development, including emphasis on guided individual choice, as well as the
shift to self-directed services. In this sense, ITAs have entered the workforce service
landscape at just the point at which Utah launched into a market mode. Ironically, DWS
staff are promoting market-based features, rather than private-for-profit or nonprofit
contractors as in most states.

ITA challenges stem from Utah’s less developed postsecondary institutional
capacity. There are few community colleges outside the larger population centers, and
ATCs are only up and running in some regions, largely due to state funding limitations.
Postsecondary education would appear to be the sector most affected by the shift to ITAs,
but the effects are described as limited so far.

Utah’s provider certification procedures have evolved since they were first
established in early 1999. For initial eligibility for WIA for July 1999, DWS sent
applications to all approved JTPA training providers in the state. Those responding
received an application for submission to the relevant regional councils, which used PY
1997 JTPA performance as the baseline for eligibility determination. Regional councils
then forwarded approved applications to DWS for its approval.

For subsequent eligibility, DWS created a common application with the Office of
Rehabilitation Services, which had similar requirements, expectations, and procedures.
Approval for subsequent eligibility is necessary from DWS and the Office of
Rehabilitation Services, as well as other agencies involved (e.g., Higher Education). The
Utah State Council for Workforce Services makes the final determinations of provider
eligibility and sends the list to DWS, which forwards it to regional councils and
Employment Centers and puts it up on the DWS website. Ideally, Ul wages would be
used to document WIA and related performance, in conjunction with the Office of
Education Applied Technology System and Higher Education (if details regarding data
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sharing can be worked out). DWS has established procedures for removals and appeals
as well.

The non-interactive eligible training provider list is available online in pdf form
through a link with www.jobs.utah.gov. Schools that provide Pell Grants are
automatically approved for Pell Grant-eligible programs only. Other information
(completion rates, unsubsidized employment rates, costs, etc.) may be self-reported.
Individuals can also request or review hard copies of the list in the Employment Centers.
From the list, they can secure the following information, in an alphabetical listing by
name of provider:

e Provider name, address, and phone numbers;

e Pell Grant approval status;

e Number of years provider has been in business;

e Training completion rates;

e Percent of training graduates who worked in unsubsidized employment;

e Wage rates (or annual or monthly salaries) for those working, by occupation,
locality (though some of this information appears to be expected rather than
actual);

e Percent of graduates certified, and in some cases, types of certification (e.g.,
Microsoft Network Engineer, Sun Java Programming, teacher recertification); and

e Program costs, including tuition and fees.

Consumer report system information has been combined into the DWS Approved
Training Providers List in Utah, as indicated above, and can also be accessed online.

Use of the new provider certification process has allowed Utah to press even
farther in the direction of informed, guided customer choice based on a market-based
approach. However, challenges include negotiating data sharing with key partners,
including public and higher education, as well as time lags and coverage for UI wage
records. Note that, as a single-state WIA program, Utah has not encountered some of the
problems reported elsewhere, e.g., providers recommended for certification in some WIB
areas, but not others due to the application of different standards and performance
expectations.

No substantial effects on the mix of providers or participation of key actors were
reported in Utah from ITAs or the application of minimum provider standards, nor was
there any sense that these procedures had constrained the employment and training
options available for individual customers. The more important factors appeared to be
provider capacity—especially postsecondary (e.g., ATCs)—and funding limitations.

Postsecondary institutions—including the Board of Regents and community
colleges as well as the Office of Education’s ATC system—have not expressed
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difficulties in responding to the new certification requirements, although they are not
fully sharing data with DWS to support them.

C. Performance Standards and Incentives

State-level performance standards across WIA, adult education and literacy, and
Perkins Act programs have not driven a sense of shared objectives. Despite receiving a
PY 1999 performance bonus (approximately $860,000), DWS was largely unaware of
any of its partners’ measures or outcomes and the policies or actions that fostered their
attainment. The governor, in consultation with the three agency directors (i.e., DWS,
Public, and Higher Education), decided how to allocate the bonus funding. DWS and the
state council plan to solicit ideas for future uses of performance incentives, allowing
regions to set priorities.

Delayed WIA registration and avoiding “soft exits” may be contributing to
increased manipulation of reported performance in ways that were not allowable—or as
easy—under JTPA. Center staff are aware of the need to “make their numbers” but, as
state employees, are not under competitive pressures to win next year’s contract to serve
as private or for-profit One-Stop Career Center operators. As a result, they may be able
to concentrate more on the provision of quality services and less prone to hedge their
outcomes. Other performance measurement issues include:

e UI wage record time lags weaken their use for performance management;

e The Church of Christ of Latter Day Saints employs large numbers of individuals
across the state but is not Ul-covered, adding to non-coverage issues and
negatively biasing employment outcomes;

¢ Continuing data sharing issues involving workforce, education, and vocational
rehabilitation impede the measurement of service participation and outcomes; and

e Weak definitions and inconsistent measurement of credentials are also problems.
Again, as a single-state WIB, there are no substate WIBS to negotiate with as such.

Regional planning councils and local Employment Centers seem to be very much
aware of their expected performance against the standards. No local adjustments are
made or contemplated for WIA performance standards in Utah. Utah’s single-state
structure has been in place since 1998, and it has not had state-established standards at
the local level since that time.

For performance measurement and management, DWS maintains an Intranet site
supported by YODA (Your Online Data Access) software that accesses UWORKS data
displaying unduplicated enrollments, training registrations and obligations, and outcomes
for WIA and other workforce programs by region, Employment Center, funding stream,
month, and year. These data are uploaded from the UWORKS system on a weekly basis.
This site is accessible to all DWS staff statewide, as well as to state council members.
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Utah DWS leaders and staff characterize the performance standards negotiation
process as relatively one-sided: regional U.S. DOL/ETA provided a performance
standard level for each measure and indicated that there was an unspecified range around
it. Utah could then suggest alternative (mainly lower) standards. U.S. DOL/ETA would
not share the range, according to DWS staff, but would say “no” if the alternative figure
was not to their liking. Ultimately, Utah felt it had to acquiesce in standards that were
very close to those initially put forth by U.S. DOL/ETA."

The interplay of performance measurement and standards, loose data collection
and reporting requirements, registering job seekers only when they appear to be
succeeding, and back-registering core and intensive services confound the intent of the
performance measurement process. It will be difficult to get valid cost-per figures in this
environment, not to mention accurate attribution of results. Interstate comparisons will
be even “noisier” than they were under JTPA, especially in states like Utah that utilize a
multiple funding stream portfolio to support workforce development services. Utah has
developed and implemented additional performance measures beyond those required by
WIA, TANF, and other federal workforce funding streams. DWS developed these
additional measures as part of a broader, business-oriented approach to performance
management and they reflect Utah’s commitment to continuous improvement. DWS
began by identifying key business processes associated with and supportive of program
and service delivery and then identifying indicators that affect them. Measures were
developed both for operational and key support processes. The additional performance
measures for operational processes (the ones most relevant to this study) as of October

2002 are:
Employment Services—
e Rate of increased earnings of intensive service training customers, a pre-
training versus 90-days post-training measure for customers completing

training;

e Rate of increased earnings of all intensive service customers, a pre-/post-
service measure for all customers completing intensive services;

e Rate of increased high school diploma or GED completion for intensive
services customers;

e Staff-assisted entered employment rate, a measure of the effectiveness of job
matching; and

e Participation rate, a measure of the total number of open FEP cases subject to
work participation requirements and time limits.

Business Services—
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e Employer market share rate, number of employers served compared to the
number of employers known to DWS’s Workforce Information office,
measured by state, region, county, and Employment Center, with benchmark
information dating two years prior.

Self-Directed Services—

e Number of job openings listed via the web, measuring the total number of job
orders and the total number of job orders listed via the Internet, by state,
region, and Employment Center;

e Number of job seekers using the web, measuring the total number of job
seekers and the total number of job seekers logging into self-directed services
via the Internet, by state, region, and Employment Center; and

e Entered employment rate (not yet defined).

There are also several measures for eligibility services, but these relate to other
funding streams, not workforce development.

The Governor and Lieutenant Governor are strong proponents of system
performance measures. Utah is watching closely what other states like Texas and
Washington are doing in terms of system measures. DWS staff are very concerned about
the quality of return-on-investment (ROI) measurement in the workforce development
system nationally and in a number of key states and want to proceed carefully. They
have not yet begun to develop an ROI measure but are considering doing so.

Section VIII. Information Technologies in the One-Stop Career Centers

Utah was actively engaged with U.S. DOL in developing the initial One-Stop
Operating System, or OSOS, but parted ways with them because they felt the design
would not be sufficiently flexible to meet their needs in a highly integrated, seamless
services environment. Utah subsequently developed UWORKS and has been through at
least two generations of it to date. UWORKS serves as a data collection, case
management, and reporting system across the various workforce, welfare, and related
funding streams at the state and local level, which also supports program fiscal
management.

UWORKS is highly integrated across programs and prior information systems
(e.g., PACMIS). It provides eligibility workers at Employment Centers with a single
system for determining eligibility that spans WIA, Employment Services, TANF, Food
Stamps, child care, and other funding streams. Eventually, UWORKS will track
individuals and employers using self-directed labor exchange by Social Security numbers
for individual job seekers. Utah considered using "smart" and "swipe" cards to track
activities but chose not to do so. There are no current plans to use them. DWS is
satisfied with the support they are getting from their automated systems.
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Distance/e-Learning and virtual universities do not play a big role in Utah’s
workforce development and training strategies. Utah participates in the Western
Governors University'® and has its own Utah Electronic Community College, advertised
as the “gateway to distance learning opportunities from Utah’s public colleges.” The
Utah Electronic Community College is a partnership of several Utah colleges—i.e., Snow
College, Dixie State College, College of Eastern Utah, Utah Valley State College, and
Salt Lake Community College—operating under the auspices of the Utah System of
Higher Education.

DWS staff described Governor Leavitt as “a tech governor driving their
workforce system,” who insisted that the Employment Services become “wired” and
personally pushed for various information technology initiatives. Leavitt’s Smart Site
Initiative is promoting the diffusion of advanced technology employment into rural areas.
One project in development supports telecommuting. It involves developing medical
records coding in rural areas in partnership with a Salt Lake City firm that offers these
services. Residents trained at various ATC campuses around the state would code
records online for large hospitals and clinics while working at home. This rural
economic development effort is in collaboration with state and local economic
development staff.

DWS provides both computer-assisted and online services as well as "soft-
touch"—i.e., worker-assisted—services for job seekers, including customers who face
special challenges. Those who are computer illiterate or simply less comfortable using
technology to access services can turn to staff for help in the local Employment Centers.
DWS also has "no-stops" — virtual one-stops — planned for implementation later this
fall. Job seekers and employers will be further encouraged to secure services online
without coming into a physical office at all.

Section IX. Summary Observations and Reauthorization Issues of Special Concern

Utah launched its systemic, integrated workforce reforms (i.e., House Bill 375)
fully two years before WIA was passed and three years prior to WIA implementation.
The impetus for these efforts appears to have come from: 1) its long-standing history of
innovation in job training and workforce development generally, 2) an influential 1992
Legislative Auditor’s Report, 3) a committed governor and lieutenant governor, and 4)
strong business leadership in the person of the first DWS director who also headed the
lieutenant governor’s task force spearheading these reforms. WIA is largely consonant
with Utah’s workforce reforms, although the act does not go nearly as far in terms of
scope and is far more cumbersome in terms of regulatory and reporting requirements.

Utah is a leading state in integrating workforce and related services, having
largely accomplished seamless service delivery for job seekers and employers. DWS has
taken the provision of business services well beyond the rhetoric found in most states and
localities. It has adopted a strong market-oriented approach within a state run, publicly
managed workforce system. With the exception of Perkins, adult education/literacy, and
vocational rehabilitation, almost all major funding streams are integrated into Utah’s
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workforce system. WIA is viewed more as a hindrance than as a catalyst to change, due
to its governance, reporting, and performance restrictions.

The cross-program performance provisions in WIA and Perkins have not had
much effect on service delivery or state policy coordination. WIA performance
standards, data collection, and reporting requirements may have led state and local DWS
staff to manipulate their reported performance results in ways that may reduce their
credibility.

Utah’s WIA program is not struggling to serve TANF and other low-skilled and
low-income populations, nor is it encountering serious difficulties with employer
engagement. TANF eligible and similar populations likely receive greater attention and
better services under WIA than do higher educated and skilled populations.

Service delivery is largely geared to individual client needs. Salt Lake’s
Downtown Employment Center prides itself on serving a very needy population of
homeless and other clients in a very client-centered, holistic manner with extensive
interagency partnerships. They have a full-time social worker on-site to assist with this
approach. Their approach—here as well as in other offices—appears to be very much in
the vocational rehabilitation tradition: caseworkers with considerable discretion, able to
tap "vouchers" (ITAs) to get needy clients training and support services to foster
employment and career advancement. The Moab office embodied many of the same
features: client-centric, holistic, and ongoing partnerships with agencies ranging from
economic development to education to mental health.

Utah’s experience also speaks to the value of strong, committed political
leadership on the part of both the public and the private sector for workforce
development. The Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and first DWS director were highly
influential in shaping Utah’s successful workforce policies, implementing its workforce
programs, and ensuring seamless delivery of workforce services to its job seekers and
employers.

Vocational rehabilitation may be the partner with the least good fit for WIA,
whether at One-Stop Career Centers or by referral, largely due to WIA’s expectations of
full-time, permanent, unsubsidized employment. For many vocational rehabilitation
clients with severe mental health/illnesses as well as physical disabilities such outcomes
may be unrealistic and inappropriate. To engage vocational rehabilitation in the WIA
process would take instituting varying performance expectations—possibly regression
adjustments to performance standards—among other changes. It may also be that the
best solution is simply enhanced funding and services for the vocational rehabilitation
system.

The required structure and size of local workforce boards is not an issue in Utah,
in that, as a single-state WIA program, only one is actually required, the State Council on
Workforce Services. DWS staff clearly runs workforce and welfare services in Utah, at
the state and local level, with input from the governor and lieutenant governor.
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Problems with signing up eligible service providers in Utah do not appear to stem
from issues related to WIA requirements for the eligible provider list or provider
certification, but rather from lack of funding and insufficient postsecondary capacity, e.g.,
ATC development and few community college campuses around the state.

Utah’s business services approach and its stress on serious, point-of-service
customer satisfaction and continuous improvement constitute substantive efforts to
engage and empower the business sector. Utah would do well to pursue sectoral
strategies as well.

Utah no longer needs “work-flex” authority for what it is doing under WIA
according to regional U.S. DOL officials (see the waiver portion of www.doleta.org).
Enhanced flex authority would be desirable in federal law (e.g., WIA, Perkins). Local
elected officials, as noted, have become far less engaged in Utah workforce development
than under JTPA, given the single-state DWS approach. This may become a problem
over time if local elected officials are not so fully engaged.

Utah workforce leaders and staff cited a number of strengths and weaknesses
related to WIA and related programs.'” WIA’s focus on job seekers and employers as
customers rather than clients and on services rather than programs are primary strengths
according to Utah informants. Informants also cited numerous weaknesses in WIA that
were particularly problematic for Utah in light of its commitment to providing
comprehensive, integrated services for its job seeker and employer customers. These
must be viewed in this light. First, they pointed to inconsistent definitions among WIA
and other programs (e.g., TANF, Perkins) that impeded the simplification of program
operations. These definitional inconsistencies related to differing income standards,
household composition, credentials, and administrative costs. Second, they cited various
funding issues, including funding inadequacy, inconsistency of funding cycles among
programs, and silo-based inflexibility. Funding overall to support services to universal
customers and One-Stop Career Center operations is inadequate, as is funding for
training. In addition, WIA forward-funds services from July to June while others current-
fund from October through September. And, WIA is still too firmly imbedded in silos
with too little flexibility. Third, they cited a number of problems with performance
standards, including that they were too numerous and unworkable, that they were
computed over varying time intervals and (due to some being based on UI wage records)
lagged in time so as to be less useful for management purposes. In addition and “most
important,” WIA standards cause frontline staff to “guess when to exit a registrant rather
than concentrating on providing the best services to the registrant.” Fourth, Utah
informants cited the eligible training provider requirements as being cumbersome and a
disincentive to engaging education providers, given the small numbers being referred to
training. They stated that WIA was an “inappropriate entity to ‘force’ consistent
definitions and data collection from public and private training institutions.” Fifth, they
cited the “fair share” funding concept for covering One-Stop Career Center costs. Many
WIA partners simply do not have the funding to provide their fair share. Sixth, they cited
WIA’s inflexibility relative to TANF and other funding streams. Finally, service
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procurement requirements as they relate to youth were cited: competitive bids are a
costly approach where capacity is limited.

To address these weaknesses in WIA and its relationships to other key workforce
and related program funding streams, Utah leaders and staff offered numerous
recommendations. First, WIA should allow states greater flexibility in a number of areas,
including program design and service delivery, the establishment of performance
measures and standards, and other aspects. In this regard, they point to the fact that
TANF programs have allowed states far greater flexibility in these areas than WIA. They
feel that WIA would be more successful if it enjoyed the same degree of flexibility as
TANF. Second, they recommended enhanced funding and funding flexibility for WIA in
order to support One-Stop Career Center operations and serve the universal customer.
Third, Utah recommended eliminating the “‘fair-share” funding concept altogether until
U.S. DOL “requires all of the mandatory partners to pay their ‘fair share’.” Fourth, they
recommended allowing “states to merge services by waiving regulation or, ideally,
actually having the authority to develop the systems within the state like TANF.” Utah
recommends a systemic rather than a regulation-by-regulation waiver process as being far
more productive. Finally, Utah recommends allowing greater procurement discretion for
youth (and other services), in particular the flexibility to do noncompetitive procurement
in areas with limited provider capacity.
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Acronyms (all refer to Utah state or local entities, unless otherwise indicated)

ATC Applied Technology Center

DWS Department of Workforce Services
FEP Family Employment Program
UCAT Utah College of Applied Technology
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APPENDIX A

Figure 1: Utah DWS Organization Chart
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APPENDIX A

Figure 2: Location of Employment Centers

200



m= OO

Self Directed
Services

nuntmZ—~uncw

APPENDIX A

Customer Enters
Employment Center

Information Specialist

}

Skills Review

y

Employment

A

Exchange Activities

Sufficient
Employment?

Food Stamps Only

Employment
upported Child Cars

Figure 3: Service Delivery Flow Chart

Yes Employment

Job Connection
Area

LMI L

4
o

Workshops

Skills Testing =]

Career

Counseling

[4—» Referrals

Sufficient
Employment?,

Initial Assessment

Mm<c—nZm—e 7 —

O7Z—=7—=>=x -

nmO—~< JImwn

Ye: Employment

Paperwork is given to an
Eligibility Specialist for

Intensive Services
unding Determinatio

Completion

And/Or customer is
referred to RIC Center

Yes
Formal Assessment Contracted Vocational
(Includes Social Comprehensive Assessments
Worker Assessment [~ | Assessment iy Mental Health
In-House) Evaluations
Employment Plan
Mentoring /
Intervention
Sufficient
Employment? Ye: Employment
No
Training
Services?
Classroom Work Site
Training Learning

Employment

201

Service Closure
(As Needed)

K==W —=Q = m

—




APPENDIX B

Table 1: Utah Workforce Development Program Matrix & Linkages

(PY 2001)
One-Stop | Funding Lead State | Local State Local
Program/Funding Stream | Presence Source Agency Administrative | Agreement Agreement
Entity Mechanism | Mechanism
WIA Title I Adults 1 Fed DWS DWS USP LOP
WIA Title I Dislocated 1 Fed DWS DWS USP LOP
Workers
WIA Title I Youth (19- 1 Fed DWS DWS USP LOP
21)
WIA Title I Youth (14- 1 Fed DWS DWS LOP
18) USP
Wagner-Peyser ES 1 Fed DWS DWS USP LOP
Job Corps 2 Fed USDOL Contractors N/A N/A
TANF Work Program 1 Fed/State DWS DWS N/A LOP
TAA/NAFTA TAA 1 Fed DWS DWS N/A LOP
Veterans E&T 1 Fed DWS DWS N/A LOP
Food Stamp E&T 1 Fed DWS DWS N/A LOP
WtW Formula N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
WIA Title IT Adult 2 Fed/State | Public Ed. ISDs MOU MOU
Education
Perkins Vocational 2 Fed/State | Higher Ed ISDs, CCs, MOU MOU
Education ATCs
WIA Title IV Vocational 2 Fed/State | Office of Office of MOU MOU
Rehabilitation Rehab. Rehab.
Youth Opportunity Grants N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Displaced Workers 1 State DWS DWS DWS LOP
Child Care 1 Fed/State DWS DWS DWS LOP
Definitions/Coding:

One-Stop presence: 1- Co-located at the One-Stop Career Center; 2- Accessed through One-Stop Career
Center referral; 3- Information only provided; 4- Completely disconnected.

Administrative entity: DWS- Utah Department of Workforce Services; ISD- Independent School District;
CC- Community College; and ATC- Applied Technology Center.

State agreement mechanism: Define USP- Unified State Plan; MOU- Memorandum of Understanding;
DWS- Utah Department of Workforce Services.

Local agreement mechanism: LOP- Local Operating Plan; MOU — Memorandum of Understanding
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Table 2: Utah Workforce Development Participation Patterns (PY 2001)

FUNDING STREAM Total Core Intensive Training
WORKFORCE TOTAL
WIA Title I Adults 2,011 2,011 1,852
WIA Title I Dislocated Workers & Rapid 2,216 2,216 1,868
Response Add’l Assistance
WIA Title I Youth (14-18) 1,014 1,014 942
WIA Title I Youth (19-21) 208 208 183
WIA Title I Subtotal 5,449 5,449 4,845
WIA Title IT Adult Education*** 80 80 60
WIA Title IV Vocational Rehab*** 370 370 196
Wagner-Peyser Employment Service 254,981 254,981
TANF Work Program (FEP) 14,555 14,555 6,315
TAA/NAFTA TAA 1,008 1,008 888
Veterans E&T 49 49 23
Food Stamp E&T 7,766 7,766 1,521
WtW Formula Grants N/A N/A N/A
Corrections N/A N/A N/A
Perkins Vocational Education*®** 15 15 1
Older Americans Title V*** 1 1 0
Youth Opportunity Grants N/A N/A N/A
Tech Prep N/A N/A N/A
State Training Fund N/A N/A N/A
Explanatory Notes:

*PY 2001 (July 2001 — June 2002).
**157,680 were new applicants in PY 2001.

***Figures in italics indicate WIA Partner Programs not administered by DWS but tracked in DWS case

management system as co-enrollments with a DWS-administered program.
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Notes

" Only a handful of states (e.g., Vermont) are operating WIA as single-state entities.

? See Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General, 4 Review of the Coordination of Utah’s Employment
and Training Programs, Salt Lake City: ULAG, Report #92-10, 1992. The follow-up report by the
Legislative Auditor General describes the events leading up to the passage of Utah’s workforce
development legislation and subsequent events; see A Follow-up Review of Utah’s Employment and
Training Programs, Salt Lake City: ULAG, Report No. 2000-03, August 2000.

* The August 2000 Utah Legislative Auditor General’s Follow-up Report recommended consolidating the
Office of Rehabilitation Services into the Utah Department of Workforce Services.

* The strong business orientation of Utah’s workforce programs has been a consistent theme for many
years. The Utah Employment Service was employer-dominated since it was first established in the 1930s.

> Public education is very much a locally controlled system in Utah with some 35 independent school
districts (ISDs) operating in Utah’s 29 counties, many of which span enormous geographic areas (some
larger than Rhode Island). State public education officials offer verbal support but ultimately cannot control
the actions of the local ISDs that are critical to workforce development.

® Utah’s conservative legislature has balked at providing adequate state matching funds for child care
services, largely out of a sense that a woman’s place is in the home, not in the workplace. Ironically, as
several observers pointed out, Utah has among the highest labor force participation rates in the nation (with
rates in the mid-70s), for men as well as for women. Larger than average family sizes mean intense
pressures to work for most family members. Median household earnings for Utahans are well below the
national average, but so are their household poverty rates, the net result of having more household members
in the workforce.

" Researchers at the University of Utah have written numerous reports on Utah workforce and welfare
policy that workforce development leaders and staff were familiar with. For example, see Andrea Coon,
Mcleans Geo-Jaja, and Garth Mangum, From Welfare Poor to Working Poor: Post AFDC/TANF Income in
the State of Utah, Salt Lake City: University of Utah, November 2000; Garth Mangum and Richard
Maxfield, Career Preparation Prospects and Challenges of the New Utah College o Applied Technology
(UTCAT), Salt Lake City: University of Utah, August 2001; and Richard Maxfield and Garth Mangum,
Career Preparation for Economic Development: Solving a Growing Utah Crisis, Salt Lake City:
University of Utah, June 2002.

¥ Two of the five councils have two subregions that are also represented.

? For additional detail about Utah’s workforce programs under WIA for the period July 2001 through June
2002, the third year of WIA in the state, see: State of Utah Department of Workforce Services, Workforce
Investment Act Title I-B Report, Program Year 2001, Salt Lake City: Utah DWS, 2002.

' The other is Ohio. Both states were concerned about the state matching fund, and the overly restrictive
eligibility and targeting requirements, contained in the Welfare-to-Work program. Utah DWS staff remain
convinced they made the right decision.

' An interesting effect of serving as world headquarters to the Church of Christ of the Latter Day Saints,
with its far-ranging missionary work, is that Salt Lake has emerged as a very international city and has even
become one of the relocation sites for the Lost Boys of the Sudan. It has also given rise to a number of
international business centers.

"2 Individual Training Accounts (ITAs) appear to have had little effect on the role of community colleges
and ATCs as yet.
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" For example, see Garth Mangum and John Salevurkis, The Impact of Welfare Reform on the Charitable
Efforts of the Salt Lake Valley Faith Community, Salt Lake City: Center for Public Policy and
Administration, University of Utah, Welfare Reform Initiative, October 2000.

The Latter Day Saints Church, which is the religious affiliation of about 70 percent of Utahans, has a
highly developed social services organization that has evolved since the Great Depression in the 1930s.

' Note that Utah’s caseload is small (fewer than 9,000 cases statewide) and that the Church of Christ of
Latter Day Saints, the largest religion in the state, has its own parallel welfare and employment system.

' This process is reminiscent of Boulwarism, a “bargaining” process named after General Electric’s Vice
President Lemuel Boulware who engaged in “take-it-or-leave-it” negotiating with the electrical unions.
Boulwarism was deemed illegal under the nation’s collective bargaining laws in a 1961 U.S. Supreme
Court case.

'® The Western Governors University had much lower enrollment and graduation numbers than was
generally thought to be the case according to Robert W. Glover, Christopher T. King, Francis Dummer
Fisher and Lodis Rhodes, Technology-based Solutions to Workforce Service Delivery, Austin, TX: Lyndon
B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, Policy Research Project Report Number 142, 2002.

17 These comments are derived from our interviews with state and local administrators and staff, as well as
from their comments to U.S. DOL/ETA in late June 2002 as part of the WIA reauthorization process.
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Preface

he Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 1998 is a hybrid block grant. It allows considerable
Tdiscretion to states and local entities while at the same time setting overall policy goals and es-
tablishing structural and oversight mechanisms. In point of fact, there is no such thing as a pure
block grant (“Here’s the money — just do it your way’’). The nature of the federalism bargain for all
such large intergovernmental subventions is shaped horizontally at the center where different goals
are enunciated in a mix of purposes, and vertically in the execution of the policy by states and local

service deliverers.

The Workforce Investment Act, moreover, was not born out of whole cloth. It continues a pro-
cess of pulling together labor market services to produce the right strokes for the right folks, in the

case of this law because of the way it focuses on the creation and operations of One-Stop Centers.

The United States is a vast territory with varied needs, conditions, political cultures, and tradi-
tions. The way such federalism policy bargains play out in the country requires close analysis of
what happens after a new law is passed. These comments, of necessity, gloss over important details
about funding streams, program components, and regulatory oversight. To get beneath the surface
in situations like this, the Rockefeller Institute of Government, the public policy research arm of the
State University of New York located in Albany, has conducted a number of studies using field data
about what happens to public policies after they are made. These studies have been carried out by a

network of indigenous social scientists. They have as their units of analysis — institutions.

Understanding how state and local governments and service deliverers behave in carrying out
a public policy is an essential component of policy analysis. Unless we know what the agents are
doing, it is difficult to assess program effects. We need to know about the nature and variation of
service providers and the pace and character of change in order to wisely interpret program data.
Administrative processes for workforce development involve environments in which many types
of service deliverers (public, nonprofit, private, faith-based) provide diverse and sometimes over-
lapping services to people who qualify and often need and receive multiple forms of assistance to

help them navigate in the economy.

This study of the Workforce Investment Act takes a close look at the goals, structure, finances,
and implementation of the law in eight states as a basis for providing feedback to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor and other interested organizations and experts on what is happening now in the pro-

vision of publicly funded employment and training services. This initial report by Burt S. Barnow
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and Christopher T. King summarizes the field data across the eight study states — Florida, Indiana,
Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, Oregon, Texas, and Utah. The study, in addition, analyzes and will

provide in-depth reports on how this public policy is carried out on a state-by-state basis.

Barnow and King are experienced and respected experts in this policy area. Working with as-
sociates at Johns Hopkins University, Amy Buck, and the University of Texas at Austin, Daniel
O’Shea, they conducted the field research in five of the eight study states. The field research on one
state (Indiana) was conducted by Patricia Billen, who serves as the Rockefeller Institute project
manager for this study. The field research on Missouri was conducted by Peter Mueser and Deanna
Sharpe, and on Oregon by Laura Leete and Neil Bania. The case studies were reviewed by state and
local officials, many of whom were involved and cooperated helpfully in gathering field data, and
by officials of the U.S. Department of Labor. They will be published at a later date along with a full
crosscutting comparative analysis. This interim report is being circulated now to provide informa-

tion for the legislative reauthorization process.

Richard P. Nathan
May 12, 2003

Richard P. Nathan is the director of the Rockefeller Institute of Government
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THE WORKFORCE INVESTMENT ACT IN EIGHT STATES:
OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS FROM A FIELD NETWORK STUDY

Interim Report

I. Introduction

The Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 1998 (Public Law 105-220) was enacted in August of
that year, replacing programs that had operated under the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982 and
amending several other pieces of workforce legislation. A handful of states implemented WIA as
early as July 1999. All states and local areas were required to implement WIA by July 2000. A se-
ries of reports have addressed WIA implementation, including an earlier Rockefeller Institute re-
port (O’Shea and King, 2001) and others (e.g., D’ Amico et al., 2001; USDOL, 2001). This report
addresses broad WIA service delivery issues in a number of states and local areas that are now well

past dealing with early implementation concerns.

We conducted this study of WIA using the field network approach (see Lurie, 2001; Nathan,
2000). This approach includes the following elements:

< Reliance on a network of knowledgeable field researchers who are experts in the policy

area being studied;
« Use of structured field reporting guides;
< Preparation of state-level reports by field researchers; and

+«* Production of synthesis reports for the sponsor(s) by central project staff in collabora-

tion with field researchers.

In a slight departure from past field network studies, the draft state case studies were shared
with key state and local administrators for review and comment before they were finalized and this

overview report was prepared.

The Workforce Investment Act is based on a series of guiding principles and parameters for a
national workforce investment system, while the detailed design and service delivery features are
the responsibility of states and localities. Our broad objective in this study has been to understand
not only how states and localities interpreted and operationalized the provisions of WIA, but also to
identify the strengths, weaknesses, and accomplishments of state and local service delivery. Basi-

cally, we sought to become well informed about what the states are trying to do and #ow they are de-
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livering services to attain their objectives as a prerequisite to understanding the barriers and
accomplishments associated with these efforts. Finally, the field researchers wanted to identify
those policies and practices at each level of government that shape service delivery, their relative

success, and the degree to which these are constrained or supported by provisions of the Act.

We developed an interview guide for our state and local site visits in consultation with USDOL
staff. The guide contains interview questions designed to elicit insights regarding structures, poli-
cies, and practices that shape workforce service delivery. It is structured to capture state and local
perspectives concerning state and local events, processes, and actors from informed sources at both
the state and local levels. The guide served as a data collection instrument for preparing the state re-
ports. Once again, our intent was to get beyond a static identification of the design — how service
delivery was supposed to work — to arrive at an understanding how it was actually working and

why.

Working with U.S. Department of Labor staff, we selected eight states and 16 local workforce
areas, two in each state, for study. In each local site, we visited at least two One-Stop Centers.' A
team of researchers from the Rockefeller Institute and various university partners conducted case

studies of WIA in these states and local areas beginning in the summer of 2002 (see box on next

page).

At the state level, field researchers interviewed the lead spokesperson for workforce develop-
ment at the Governor’s Office, the chair and director of the state workforce investment board
(WIB), administrators and managers of the key state agencies (e.g., workforce development, voca-
tional rehabilitation, welfare, adult and continuing education), key legislators and their staff, and
other stakeholders in the workforce system. At the local level, field researchers interviewed the
chief elected officials or their lead spokespersons, the chairperson and director of the WIB, board
members, program managers of the WIA administrative entity, One-Stop managers and staff, ser-
vice provider managers and staff, key intermediaries, community-based organizations, and other

local stakeholders in the workforce system.
Major topics addressed in our study of WIA include:

< Leadership and governance;

% Workforce system planning;

1 The exception was Frederick County, Maryland, which had only One-Stop Center.
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< System administration, including structure and funding;
< One-Stop Center organization and operations;

% Services and participation;

«» Market mechanisms — their use and effects;

« Information technologies; and

< Special reauthorization issues of interest.

States and Local Workforce Areas Studied

Florida  First Coast (Region 8), Citrus, Levy, and Marion Counties (Region 10)

Researchers: Burt Barnow, Amy Buck

Indiana  Ft. Wayne (Northeast), Indianapolis/Marion County

Researchers: Patricia Billen, Richard Nathan

Maryland Baltimore City, Frederick County
Researchers: Burt Barnow, Amy Buck

Michigan Lansing (Capital Area), Traverse City (Northwest)
Researchers: Christopher King, Daniel O’Shea

Missouri  Kansas City and Vicinity, Central Region

Researchers: Peter Mueser, Deanna Sharpe

Oregon Salem, The Oregon Consortium

Researchers: Laura Leete, Neil Bania

Texas Austin (Capital Area), Houston (Gulf Coast)
Researchers: Christopher King, Daniel O’Shea

Utah* Salt Lake City, Moab
Researchers: Christopher King, Daniel O’Shea

*  Utah is organized as a single workforce investment area. Other states with single workforce areas include
South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming.

I-6




Two important caveats should be noted about this study and its findings. First, we have studied
only a limited number of states and localities. Second, the states and localities are diverse and were
selected by the Rockefeller Institute and DOL, but they are not a representative, random sample of
WIA programs. Our findings, while instructive, are not necessarily generalizable to the universe of

WIA programs.”

In this report, we present interim findings with the purpose of helping to inform the debate in
Congress on the reauthorization of the Workforce Investment Act. Section II provides background
information. Section III summarizes major findings. Section IV is divided into two parts. The first
part summarizes our major findings. The second part presents our recommendations for the devel-
opment and implementation of workforce policies and programs, based on our research for this pro-

ject as well as our governmental experience and other research.

This interim report and the final evaluation report to follow should provide U.S. Department of
Labor staff, policymakers, and other interested parties with useful information for the
reauthorization of WIA as well as closely related programs, particularly the Personal Responsibil-
ity and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) for welfare programs and the Carl D.

Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act (commonly known as “Perkins I1I”") in 2003.

II. Background
The Workforce Investment Act is based on seven principles:

% Streamlined services

< Individual empowerment

< Universal access

« Increased accountability

< A strengthened role for local workforce investment boards and the private sector
% Enhanced state and local flexibility

< Improved youth programs

2 The researchers nominated states based on the criteria of trying to obtain several states that were highly
innovative as well as a few more traditional states. In addition, the sample included states that the principal
researchers were familiar with, and an effort was made to achieve diversity in dimensions such as region of the
country, urban/rural mix, and population of the state. The initial sample was transmitted to DOL, and officials at
DOL suggested alternatives.
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The law has been characterized as a “major overhaul” of the nation’s approach to employment
and training, as a “fundamental departure” from the programs that preceded it, and as “the first sig-
nificant attempt to retool” these programs in two decades. The Act institutionalized significant
changes in workforce policies and practices that began to surface as a handful of states — e.g.,
Florida, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, Vermont, and Wisconsin —
operationalized the Act’s provisions as early-implementing states beginning in July 1999. Also,
these and other states developed One-Stop Centers prior to 1998 and the enactment of WIA. Major
changes under WIA workforce development programs authorized under Title I of WIA included

the following:

<

% Fostering more coordinated, longer-term planning for workforce development, not just
for WIA, but also for the employment service (ES or labor exchange services paid for
with Wagner-Peyser Act funds), which is a required partner, and closely related funding
streams such as TANF work programs, adult education and family literacy, career and

technical education, and adult rehabilitation programs.

< Institutionalizing One-Stop Career Centers as the cornerstones of the local workforce
delivery system. All states received One-Stop infrastructure grants (financed by Wag-
ner-Peyser Act funds) in the 1990s. These grants promoted and financed voluntary de-
velopment of One-Stop approaches to workforce service delivery. WIA requires
reliance on One-Stop Centers as the “front-end” of the local workforce system, and part-

ners are required to contribute a portion of funds to support One-Stop Centers.

« Sequencing of services for job seekers, starting with core services and proceeding to in-
tensive and then training services. Initially, states and local workforce boards perceived
the statutory guidance as strong encouragement to pursue rigid service-sequencing un-
der so-called “work-first” approaches, much like that found in many TANF-based work

programs.

+ Implementing universal eligibility for core services via One-Stop Centers and less tar-

geting of groups with employment barriers.

% Increasing reliance on market mechanisms, such as the use of voucher-like individual
training accounts (ITAs) for the procurement of most training from eligible training pro-
vider lists and cross-program accountability at the state level. Performance incentives
are now linked to exceeding standards for three programs: WIA, adult education and lit-

eracy, and vocational education.
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These WIA-induced changes occurred in the context of a number of important related trends.
First, many governors and state legislatures (e.g., Michigan and Texas) had been actively engaged
in reforming welfare and welfare-employment programs for several years when WIA arrived on the
scene in the late 1990s. Some of them (e.g., California, Florida, Minnesota, and Utah) had been in-
volved in some form of welfare reform for a decade or more, often with a strong “work-first” orien-
tation, well before the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA) reinforced it federally in 1996. The Personal Responsibility Act also time-limited wel-

fare benefits and instituted strong work requirements (see Nathan and Gais, 1999).

Second, a substantial handful of states had also instituted major workforce development re-
forms on their own starting in the early 1990s (see Grubb et al., 1999; Barnow and King, 2000). Our
study sample includes five of these states: Florida, Indiana, Michigan, Texas, and Utah. As part of
the move to reform their workforce systems, some of these states had reorganized their administra-
tive structures, often consolidating related programs into large “umbrella” workforce agencies, es-
tablishing state human resource investment councils, mandating the creation of local workforce
investment boards with broader scope than traditional job training programs, increasing customer
orientation, and requiring that services be accessed initially through One-Stop Centers. These

states were better positioned for implementing WIA than their peers.

Third, in addition to welfare and workforce development, reforms that are relevant to WIA ser-
vice delivery were also taking place in other programs, including adult education and family liter-
acy and vocational rehabilitation — which were reauthorized and reformed as Titles II and IV of
WIA, respectively. The enactment of Perkins III for vocational education in 1998 was particularly
relevant. Among other important changes, Perkins III also encouraged longer-term planning, re-
quired that a greater share of funding go to local areas, eased up on target group mandates, and re-
quired states to establish specific performance levels for a series of measures (see King, 1999). In
addition, receipt of incentive grants at the state level was linked to exceeding specified performance

in vocational education, WIA, and adult education and family literacy programs.

In addition, Unemployment Insurance (UI) programs around the country were changing in sig-
nificant ways as well. Many states shifted the filing of UI claims from local ES (and One-Stop) of-
fices to remote call centers. In some states, the Ul work requirement was modified so that claimants
could satisfy it through telephone or online assurances rather than in-person visits, further separat-

ing UI operations from traditional workforce programs.
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Fourth, many of these programs effected significant changes in their orientation. As mentioned
earlier, many welfare and workforce programs adopted a “work-first” philosophy where partici-
pants were expected to obtain a job rather than simply continue collecting benefits or participating
in more substantive education and training designed to enhance their skill levels. In addition, states
began to stress individual responsibility for participants in workforce programs, with individuals
and their families expected to play an expanded role in their own career and job development, in-
cluding arranging for the financing of key education and training services (see Ganzglass et al.,
2001, and National Governors Association, 2002). And, finally, states began emphasizing con-
sumer choice through the creation of voucher-based approaches for participants pursuing training,
allowing them to select the occupations and specific training providers, typically subject to certain

guidelines.

Finally, USDOL paved the way for WIA implementation (see Barnow and King, 2000) by fos-
tering the creation of One-Stop delivery systems and by launching a number of supporting initia-
tives in the years leading up to WIA, including: enhancing labor market information (LMI)
availability and access (e.g., America’s Labor Market Information System or ALMIS); creating
tools required to support informed consumer choice (e.g., consumer report cards); and demonstrat-

ing voucher-based approaches to service delivery.

III. Major Findings

Our major findings are grouped into four major headings by issue area: 1) Leadership and gov-
ernance, 2) Administration and structure at the state and local levels, 3) Organization and opera-
tions of the One-Stop Career Centers, and 4) The use of market mechanisms, including
performance standards, eligible provider lists, and individual training accounts (ITAs). In addition

to the topics discussed in more depth below, the study addressed several other topics, including:

« How state and local governments planned for WIA implementation;

% The role of information technology (IT) in providing workforce services, tracking par-

ticipants, and linking programs; and

% The role of labor market information (LMI) in enabling customers to exercise choice in

selecting programs and vendors.

A. Leadership and Governance at the State and Local Levels

Leadership of workforce development systems can come from different actors. The strength of

state leadership varies considerably across our states. The state governments of Maryland, Michi-
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gan, Missouri, and Oregon all have given local workforce boards wide discretion in policy formula-
tion and decision-making. Maryland tends to grant a high-level of discretion to local areas, with
former Governor Glendening giving less priority to workforce issues. Meanwhile, in Michigan,
former Governor Engler made an explicit bargain placing higher emphasis on this function, giving
“Michigan Works!” Boards greater discretion and funding in return for their buy-in to the state’s re-
organization of the Michigan workforce system and its goals. Indiana claims to offer a balanced
model of state/local authority, yet also refers to its “home rule’ approach that largely defers to local
decision-making. Both Florida and Texas, on the other hand, exhibit relatively strong state leader-
ship and control that flows from state legislation that defined a strong state role and supporting

policy and program structures.

Utah is unique. Not only is it a single-WIB state, but nearly all workforce development ser-
vices — ranging from labor exchange and training to welfare employment, child care, welfare,
Food Stamps, and Medicaid benefits — are delivered or arranged by state employees of the Utah
Department of Workforce Services, whether at state headquarters or Moab, Utah’s Employment
Center in far southeastern Utah. A strong state role means something quite different in Utah than in

other states.

We were particularly interested in the leadership and governance roles that business played in
state workforce systems. Business’s role was strong in only a few of the sample states. It was stron-
gest in Florida where state legislation mandates a state High Skills, High Wages Committee, com-
prised exclusively of business representatives, that fosters employer engagement and employment
in skilled jobs paying high wages. Parallel committees are mandated in each local area of the state.
Business was also instrumental in establishing and setting the tone for workforce policies and pro-
grams in Texas and Utah. The first executive director of the Texas Workforce Commission in 1996
was the former president of Manpower, Inc. in Houston, while its first chair was a former legislator
with strong ties to business who now serves as director of the Texas Association of Business.
Utah’s workforce programs have had a longstanding business orientation. Governor Leavitt’s
choice of a prominent Salt Lake City banker to lead first the task force to reform workforce devel-
opment in the state and later the new Department of Workforce Services that administered these

programs reflects this strong business orientation.

Primary authority for workforce programs under WIA tends to be assigned to different entities,
including the governor’s office, the state legislature, the state workforce investment board and its
staff, the state administrative agency, business, and local boards and their staff. The particular gov-

ernance arrangements and the degree to which any one of these actors dominates vary. In Indiana,




Maryland, Texas, and Utah, the administrative agency is very important relative to the state
workforce investment board and the legislature. In other states, when workforce policy reforms
were taking shape in the 1990s, legislatures often played the lead role as they did in Florida and
Texas, where governors paid only modest attention to workforce policy goals and issues initially.
The Texas governor subsequently became more involved in implementing workforce policies.

Governors led the way in Indiana, Michigan, Missouri, and Utah.

Wide variation in local leadership and governance characterizes the states in our study as well,
with business playing a much stronger role in some workforce areas than in others. Business en-
gagement tends to be relatively strong in half of our states: Florida, Oregon, Texas, and Utah, each
of which has taken its own approach. Employers in Florida and Oregon are highly engaged in the
activities of the local boards, though Chamber of Commerce (chamber) participation is uneven.
Some Oregon boards have contracted with employer liaison organizations. In Texas, key business
associations (e.g., the Greater Houston Partnership, the area chamber) and key sectoral groups (es-
pecially health care) play a very strong and prominent role, with considerable encouragement from
the Gulf Coast board and its staff. The Gulf Coast board recently contracted with an organization to
serve as the principal liaison with area employers to foster greater engagement. Business’s role in
the Austin workforce system is moderately strong, flowing from an active Greater Austin Chamber
of Commerce and key sectors (e.g., semiconductors and technology, health care, and construction).
Utah again is unique, given that it is a single workforce area delivering services primarily through
state employees. One effect of this arrangement has been that local elected officials have had less
“buy-in” in the workforce system. It is noteworthy that employers appear to be actively engaged in
the workforce system despite Utah’s reliance on state staff to deliver tailored business services and

the absence of a sectoral or cluster-based approach.

Employer engagement is moderate with substantial inter-area variation in Indiana, Maryland,
Michigan, and Missouri. Indiana has created local Incumbent Worker Councils as an interesting av-
enue for business and labor involvement, as is chamber of commerce participation in a One-Stop
consortium in Missouri. The Capital Area Michigan Works! in Lansing adopted a strong business
orientation with an intense — and seemingly successful — “work-first” approach to service deliv-
ery, while the Northwest Michigan Works! Board in the Traverse City area adopted a human capital
development model, aligning more closely with the area M-TECH Center and other providers, also

with apparent success.

Explanations for low levels of business involvement in workforce development at both the

state and local levels range widely. Concerns expressed by business leaders, as well as




policymakers and researchers, have included the size of these boards, their lack of influence over
workforce issues in their areas, the bureaucratic nature of the boards and the programs they admin-
ister, and the perceived lack of value-added from their involvement. Our study does not provide a
single explanation for low business involvement. But, the fact that business was generally more en-
gaged when boards were pursuing sectoral and related strategies with potentially greater value sug-
gests that what businesses are asked to do and how valuable their contribution is perceived to be

may be more important than how many of them are asked to serve as members.

B. Administration and Structure at the State and Local Levels

Most states in the study have kept the major workforce development programs relatively sepa-
rate, with traditional structures that mirror federal funding “silos.” Utah’s Department of
Workforce Services adopted a functional (e.g., business services) rather than a programmatic struc-
ture (e.g., WIA, ES) that has a parallel in its local Employment Centers (e.g., eligibility, business
services, employment counseling). Florida, Indiana, Michigan, Missouri, and Texas consolidated
many of the major programs under the same umbrella workforce agency, but within structures that
are largely programmatic: the programs retain their distinct identities, and funds remain largely
separate. Maryland and Oregon consolidated WIA and Wagner-Peyser Act services into the same

agency, but have not been as successful in integrating services for these and other programs to date.

The interesting question is the extent to which the major funding streams are cohesively linked
locally at the point of service for the customers. Utah has attained near-complete service integration
locally, such that customers — job seekers and employers alike — would be hard pressed to say
which funds were supporting which services. Florida, Michigan, and Texas have integrated ser-
vices to a large extent, passing major funding streams down to local workforce boards. In these
states, WIA, TANF employment and training, welfare to work (WtW), and Food Stamp Employ-
ment and Training funds all flow to One-Stop Centers; merit staff of the ES report to One-Stop
managers as well, but remain somewhat apart.” Thus, services are highly, but not fully, integrated.
For example, in Michigan Works! Service Centers, TANF work participants may be served in
One-Stop areas separate from other participants. In other states in our study, services tend to be of-

fered in traditional silo arrangements, program by program.

What matters to the customers of workforce services, however, is not how the agencies are or-

ganized, but how well they work together or coordinate their activities and services. Offering ser-

3 In Florida and Texas, ES staff members are employed by the state employment security agency (SESA), while in
Michigan, one of a few “demonstration” states, they work for local or area merit system agencies, such as
independent school districts.
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vices that are reasonably seamless to employers and job seekers is what counts. For example,
agencies in Frederick, MD, appeared to coordinate the delivery of services very well for their cus-
tomers, despite not being integrated.

Officials in several states expressed concern that there is not enough flexibility within WIA to
serve the target groups most in need and the geographic areas that are able to spend the funds most
effectively. Florida officials stated that the current method for allocating WIA funds reduces the
state’s ability to serve the customers with the highest priority. Additionally, state officials indicated
that they could not reallocate funds from areas that were under-spending their allocation to areas
with unmet demand for workforce development services.” These officials would like more flexibil-

ity in where and on whom their resources are used.

Employer involvement in the governance of WIA and related workforce programs was gener-
ally limited to moderate. According to the Act, business must constitute a majority of board mem-
bership’ but board staffs appear to run the programs locally. Employer organizations played a
governance role at the local level in some of our sites. Area Chambers of Commerce (e.g., Jackson-
ville, Austin) are key actors in a few of the study sites, while in others (e.g., Houston), there is a

combination of the chamber and sectoral (e.g., health) organizations.

For most of sample states, strategic planning generally occurred outside the WIA require-

ments, which were handled largely as a compliance requirement task.

C. Organization and Operation of the One-Stop Career Centers

The use of One-Stop Career Centers is at the heart of the Workforce Investment Act. The stat-
ute requires that each local workforce investment area establish at least one full-service One-Stop
Center; beyond that, states and local areas have significant latitude in determining who operates the
centers, how the centers are funded, and the nature of the involvement of the mandatory and op-
tional partners. The states in our sample illustrate a range of options available as to the way

One-Stop Centers are organized and operated.’

4 Florida has submitted a waiver request to allow for a more timely recapture/reallotment at the local level.

5 This tends to be true in states with “grandfathered” boards as well. Florida, Indiana, Michigan, Texas, and Utah,
nearly all early implementers, had “grandfathered” boards. Michigan opted to drop the “grandfathered” state
board, with outgoing Governor Engler making numerous appointments to a significantly expanded state board.
He did so after ensuring that local Michigan Works! Agency boards would still retain “grandfathered” status.

6 Two recent studies deal with the structure and operation of One-Stop Career Centers. See John J. Heldrich Center
(2002) and Almandsmith et al. (2003) for two recent examples.




One-Stop Operator

The statute encourages, but does not require, states and workforce investment areas to separate
policy formulation, administration, and service provision. Most states give local boards flexibility
on selecting the One-Stop operators, and local areas sometimes use two or three different types of

organizations and arrangements in the same area.

Maryland provides an example of how diverse the One-Stop arrangements can be. Although
the state has a brand name for its One-Stop Career Centers, “CareerNet,” the state gives the local
boards maximum discretion on whom to select to operate the One-Stop Career Centers. The most
common arrangements are for the employment service or the organization running the local WIA
program to operate the One-Stop Centers, but other arrangements include operation by a for-profit
firm, the county welfare agency (the Department of Social Services), and a local labor organization.
Because Maryland’s WIA programs are sometimes operated by city or county governments,
One-Stop Career Centers are also operated by local governments. In Baltimore, there are four
One-Stop Centers and the city has three different arrangements: two are operated by the city, one is
operated by the Baltimore AFL-CIO, and one is operated by Affiliated Computer Systems (ACS), a
for-profit firm.

All the states in our sample except Utah give the local WIBs flexibility in selecting One-Stop
operators, and patterns differ. In Florida, the community colleges were the most common operator,
but community colleges now operate One-Stops in only three of the WIBs, compared to ten origi-
nally. In Indiana, a consortium of One-Stop partners is the most common approach. In Missouri, no
for-profit organizations have been selected to operate One-Stop Centers. In Texas, on the other
hand, the Gulf Coast (Houston-area) Board has contracted with a mix of for-profit (ACS, formerly
Lockheed-Martin), nonprofit, and trade union operators, while the board in Austin dropped ACS in
favor of a contracted manager overseeing the staff of a professional staffing organization (PSO). Fi-
nally, in Utah, which is a single-WIB state, One-Stop Career Centers are operated exclusively by

state staff from the Department of Workforce Services.

Delivery of Core Services

Core services are the first tier of services available at One-Stop Career Centers under the
Workforce Investment Act, and they are universally available. Core services include information
about current job openings in the local labor market, the state, and the nation, as well as labor mar-
ket information regarding the current and future prospects for various occupations, and tools to as-

sist job seekers assess their interests and aptitudes and improve their job search. Core services are
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available as self-service activities through resource rooms and as core-assisted services, where staff

at the One-Stop provides assistance to the job seeker.

Prior to WIA and the establishment of One-Stop Career Centers, core services were largely de-
livered by the employment service and local service delivery areas (SDAs) operating the Job Train-
ing Partnership Act (JTPA) programs. With the establishment of One-Stop Career Centers under
WIA, decisions had to be made on which partner or partners would deliver core services at the
One-Stop Centers. In all eight states in the study, the state agency responsible for the Wag-
ner-Peyser Act funds played a major role in delivering core services. In most states, this is the state
employment service (or job service, as it is sometimes known). In 1998, Michigan was granted au-
thority to operate as a “demonstration state,” so it provides some of its core services using “public
merit staffing employees” who may work for agencies other than the ES (e.g., a community college

or school district).

In most One-Stop Career Centers, some core services are also provided by the One-Stop opera-
tor or a WIA Title I contractor. The division of responsibilities may reflect agency functions, or the
staff may be cross-trained and integrated. In Florida, for example, the employment service staff re-
ports to the One-Stop Center director (as well as to an employment service supervisor), and custom-

ers cannot tell if they are being served by an employment service worker or a contractor.

In Indiana, the core services at the local areas studied are provided primarily by employment
service staff, and in most cases across the state, a balance of ES and WIA staff provide intensive
services. In Maryland, the ES is generally present at the One-Stop Centers and provides a large
share of the core services. At the two One-Stop Career Centers we studied in Maryland, the em-
ployment service staff worked closely with local government staff who also provided some WIA
core services. In some Maryland local areas, the employment service retains additional offices not
associated with the One-Stop Centers. Oregon provides an example of more separation between the
employment service and WIA. In Oregon, the employment service is present in at least one physical
comprehensive center in each local area and operates other affiliated sites; in those centers within
local areas where the employment service is not present, core services are provided by the WIA sys-
tem or other partner agencies (e.g., DHS). Our discussions with ETA regional administrators indi-
cated that some states, particularly in the South, have retained, based upon tradition, customer
service, ownership or lease arrangements, separate employment service offices that are affiliated
with states’ One-Stop delivery systems. In such instances, the ES is present in at least one physical

One-Stop Center in each local area, but the ES also operates in separate offices as well.
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In Missouri, and to some extent in Maryland and other states as well, the history of the
One-Stop has an important influence on who provides core services. One-Stop Career Centers that
were formerly employment security offices often retain a strong employment service presence, and

often attract customers interested in traditional employment service activities.

Utah has the most integrated services among the states we studied. Because Utah is a single-
WIB state with all activities run through a single state agency, core services, like all other services, are
administered by state employees — the state does not view the employment service as a separate pro-
gram, but rather as a funding stream that can be used to fund certain types of services. The customer

never has any sense that he or she is receiving services funded with Wagner-Peyser Act funds.

Related WIA research being conducted in seven states offers interesting insights regarding core
versus other services being provided through One-Stop Centers (see Stevens, 2003).” Four of our
states — Florida, Maryland, Missouri, and Texas — are participating in the Administrative Data Re-
search and Evaluation (ADARE) Project funded by USDOL/ETA. In states that have adopted more
comprehensive workforce policy frameworks (e.g., Florida, Texas), core services represented a much
lower share of all participant services in Program Year 2000 than in states with more traditional pro-
gram-based workforce frameworks (e.g., Maryland, Missouri). Conversely, intensive services and
training services account for a much higher share of all participant activity in states that have adopted
more comprehensive workforce “portfolio” approaches. The explanation for this, in part, is that
boards and One-Stop Centers in such states are able to rely more readily on other sources — espe-
cially Wagner-Peyser Act funds and TANF — to finance labor exchange and similar front-end ser-

vices rather than WIA, freeing up scarce WIA resources for intensive and training services.

Relationship Between Unemployment Insurance and One-Stop Career Centers

Although unemployment insurance (UI) is a mandatory One-Stop partner, recent changes in
the manner in which most states manage their UI program has led to the physical separation of Ul
staff from other workforce development staff. Many states now have claimants file new and contin-
uing claims by telephone or via the Internet rather than in person at a Ul office. In these states, UL
staff is congregated at a small number of offices in the state, and the offices are referred to as “call
centers.” The call centers are frequently in separate locations from One-Stop Career Centers, and
even when they are in the same building, the call center is isolated and claimants are not allowed to

meet with the Ul staff. States adopting a call-center approach argue that it allows them to reduce ad-

7 The ADARE Project, a consortium of seven university and nonprofit research partners, is conducting research on
WIA participation and outcomes using state administrative data for WIA linked to UI wage records, TANF, and
other individual-level data.
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ministrative costs, improve the efficiency of the system, and provide greater consistency in staff
training and service delivery. Call center staff focus only on claims processing, while One-Stop
staff specialize in workforce service delivery, presumably allowing both to do a better job. Al-
though call centers may improve efficiency and reduce the costs of administering the UI system,

they also reduce contact between UI staff and the rest of the workforce development system.

The majority of the states in our sample has either adopted the call center approach or is in the
process of doing so. Specifically, Florida, Maryland, Missouri, Texas, and Utah use a call center
system, and in these states Ul staff members are generally not present at the One-Stop Career Cen-
ters. Michigan is moving to a call center system; although UI staff was present at some One-Stop
Career Centers when we visited, their presence is being phased out. Oregon recently announced

plans to adopt a call center approach by July 2005.

The only state in the study sample that is not using or planning to use a call center model is In-
diana. Claimants must currently come to the One-Stop Centers to file an initial claim for Ul. A re-
cent survey indicated that the most frequently cited reason for coming to a One-Stop Center in
Indiana is to file a UI claim. The state is developing a system where claimants can file through the

Internet, and this is expected to reduce use of the One-Stop Centers by Ul claimants.

The use of call centers does not mean that there is no interaction between the Ul system and the
One-Stop Centers. Ul claimants interested in finding work are likely to use the One-Stop Career
Centers like other job seekers to learn about available positions. If individuals who wish to file an
initial claim come to the One-Stop Career Center, the call center states assist the claimants by pro-
viding them with telephone access to the call centers or, if appropriate, with access to the Internet
site where filing can be done. Some states, such as Oregon, maintain copies of forms that must be

filed and have drop boxes where completed forms can be submitted.

Another way that the Ul system interacts with the One-Stop Career Centers is that the employ-
ment service is generally used to enforce provisions that claimants must be able and available for
work (the “work test”). In many states, Ul claimants are required to register for ES and/or One-Stop
services as a condition of eligibility. State Ul systems are required to “profile” new claimants to
identify those who are likely to have trouble finding work and thus are more likely to exhaust their
benefits. In addition, some states perform eligibility reviews on their claimants periodically and re-
quire them to report to the employment service at the One-Stop Center for services. States vary in

the extent to which they use these activities. For example, Florida de-emphasizes worker profiling
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but makes use of the eligibility review process, while the Maryland UI system reports likely

exhaustees to the employment service for assistance.

As noted above, Indiana does not use call centers for Ul claims. Claimants must file the initial
application for benefits at a One-Stop Center. One-Stop Center staff provides assistance with filing
Ul claims. The goal is to provide assistance until the individual is proficient enough with the com-
puter system for self-service. After filing an initial application, the claimant can use the system
off-site to search for available employment and to track benefits.

States have also taken additional steps to ensure that UI is coordinated with ES and One-Stop
service delivery. For example, Texas has established ES/UI workgroups to promote efficiency and
coordination, required the inclusion of strategies for serving Ul claimants in annual workforce
plans locally, and developed a “service to UI claimants” benchmark in the state workforce agency’s

incentive rule for local One-Stop Centers.

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) welfare program is an optional
One-Stop partner in the WIA legislation. In some states all workforce development activities for
TANF recipients are provided through the One-Stop Career Centers; in others, TANF operates a

parallel system.

In three of the eight states in the study sample — Florida, Michigan, and Texas — the state
workforce development agency receives and expends workforce development funds for TANF re-
cipients. In these states, services for TANF recipients are an integral part of One-Stop activities, but
there are distinctions in how the systems operate. In Florida, state law assigns TANF workforce de-
velopment funds to the local boards that have responsibility for WIA. The state agency that is re-
sponsible for TANF eligibility determination for cash assistance and other aspects of the program,
the Department of Children and Families, has a presence at some but not all One-Stop Career Cen-
ters. In Michigan, workforce development activities for TANF recipients are provided at the
One-Stop Centers, but these services for TANF recipients are segregated from other services at the
One-Stop Career Centers. The Texas approach is similar to what occurs in Florida — the state allo-
cates TANF workforce development funds to the local boards, and the local boards decide how to

serve TANF recipients.

In Indiana and Maryland, TANF is an optional partner locally, and there is a range in the pres-

ence of TANF at the One-Stop Centers. In Baltimore, for example, TANF does not have a presence
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at the One-Stop Career Centers; however the city agency administering WIA (the Mayor’s Office
of Employment Development) has a contractual arrangement with the local TANF agency to pro-
vide TANF recipients with some services. In the other local area we studied in Maryland, TANF
staff is stationed at the One-Stop Career Center. In addition, the local TANF agency administers the
WIA program for another local board in Maryland.

In Oregon, TANF is a mandatory partner in WIA. TANF staff members are co-located at many
of the One-Stop Centers, but things change. The state TANF agency is reorganizing, and the TANF
staff presence at the One-Stop Centers is declining; the agency has begun locating TANF staff in
their own buildings. TANF is also a mandatory partner in Missouri, although TANF’s direct in-

volvement in the One-Stop Centers is limited.

In Utah, the full TANF program is administered by the state workforce agency. Eligibility de-
termination for TANF, Medicaid, and Food Stamps is administered by the state workforce agency

and is conducted at all of Utah’s Employment Centers.

Community Colleges

Community colleges have traditionally been major training providers for WIA and its prede-
cessors (the Job Training Partnership Act and the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act).
Several provisions of WIA have caused the states, local boards, and the community colleges to
modify and in some cases weaken their relationships. Although the use of the eligible provider list
and individual training accounts — both discussed in detail in the following section — have made
participation more difficult in some states for community colleges, they remain a major source of
training. In Michigan and Texas, the community colleges have a presence at the One-Stop Career
Centers, though relations were initially strained by the introduction of the eligible provider list pro-
cess. Some states have established satellite One-Stop Centers at community colleges; the local pro-
grams we studied in Florida provide an example of this structure. As mentioned earlier, community
colleges formerly administered One-Stop Centers for 10 of the 24 local boards in Florida, and they

still administer them for three local boards.

D. The Use of Market Mechanisms

Over recent decades, workforce development programs have placed increasing emphasis on
using market mechanisms to increase program efficiency and foster continuous improvement.
Three such mechanisms under WIA are performance standards, the eligible provider list, and

individual training accounts.
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Performance Standards

Performance management has been an important and distinctive aspect of workforce develop-
ment programs for a long time. The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) in-
cluded a limited performance management system in its later years. The Job Training Partnership
Act (JTPA) required comprehensive performance management systems. WIA modified the JTPA

performance management system in several ways, including:

< Under JTPA only the local areas were subject to performance standards, but under WIA

states have standards as well.

< Under JTPA standards were set by a regression model that held areas harmless for varia-
tions in participant characteristics and local economic conditions, but under WIA stan-

dards are negotiated and adjustments are only made if an appeal is filed.

<,

» Under JTPA, performance was measured at termination or at three months after termina-
tion, but under WIA a follow-up period of six months following the quarter of exit is used,

producing a significant time lag in obtaining information about post-program outcomes.

All states and local areas in the study sample expressed concern about the WIA performance
management system. Major concerns included the lack of an adjustment procedure for characteris-
tics of participants and local economic conditions, a concern that the regional office personnel re-
sponsible for negotiating standards did not enter into meaningful negotiations, and imprecision
regarding when a person must be considered a participant and when a participant must be termi-
nated. Although states were sympathetic with the concept of long-term follow-up for measuring
performance, in some states it takes nine months to obtain the employment and earnings data from
the unemployment insurance wage record data, and five of the sample states — Florida, Indiana,
Maryland, Missouri, and Utah — were concerned that this created too long a delay for measuring
performance. Florida sought to eliminate this problem by adding short-term standards based on ad-

ministrative data so that the state could obtain quicker feedback.

States also expressed concern that the 17 performance measures for WIA involved too many
measures.® Interestingly, although we frequently heard concerns expressed about the large number
of performance standards under WIA, Florida, Indiana, Oregon, Texas, and Utah added additional

state performance measures. In Florida, where the legislature is particularly active in workforce

8 In our view, the large number of performance measures primarily reflected the fact that there were three separate
funding streams. In any event, the Administration’s proposal to consolidate the adult and dislocated worker
funding streams and reduce the number of measures for each funding stream should eliminate this concern.
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matters, over 100 state performance measures have been added in a three-tiered system. Florida,
Maryland, Oregon, and Texas have explored the concept of “system measures,” where perfor-
mance is measured on a geographic basis (for the entire state or for a local area), rather than on a
program basis. Maryland’s state board established nine system measures and released the state’s
performance on the measures in 2001. The nine measures are the high school credential rate of the
population 18 and above; the high school dropout rate; the college readiness rate; investment per
participant in workforce development programs; the self-sufficiency rate; the One-Stop usage rate
by employers; customer satisfaction; job openings by occupation, industry, and region; and
workforce board effectiveness. And both the Texas Council on Workforce and Economic Competi-
tiveness and the Workforce Leadership of Texas, the statewide association of workforce board
chairs and directors, are in the process of developing more systemic measures of workforce perfor-

mance, including return-on-investment (ROI) measures.

In interviews, we explored how the performance management system affected the behavior of
the sample states studied. In a majority of the states — Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, and
Texas — local areas indicated that in response to the performance standards system they took spe-
cial steps to improve their measured performance. Strategies used by the local areas include
“creaming,” where programs are more likely to enroll individuals who they predict will do well on
the performance measures, and entry/enrollment strategizing, where programs engage in strategic
behavior regarding when individuals are enrolled in and/or terminated from the program. To deal
with this kind of gaming, it is important that uniform definitions be used across the system in terms
of entry, exit, and the thresholds for receipt of tracked services.

The Eligible Training Provider List

Under the Job Training Partnership Act, there were no special provisions for the vendors of
training services to be eligible to provide training to participants. To improve accountability and to
enable customers to make better informed choices, WIA established the concept of an eligible
training provider list (EPL) so that customers could be assured that the vendors providing occupa-
tional training meet certain standards. States are responsible for establishing the application pro-
cess for their EPL. Certain programs were provided automatic initial placement on the EPL, but
eligibility is reviewed every 12 to 18 months. Providers on the list are required to report perfor-
mance information for WIA students and for all students, regardless of whether they are enrolled in
WIA, at the program level; in some states this requirement has the effect of generating substantial
additional work for providers.’

9 A program is a course or series of courses that prepare a person for a specific occupation.
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States in the sample had mixed experiences implementing the eligible provider list require-
ment. Florida and Missouri had a rating system for education and training institutions already in
place, so the WIA EPL requirements did not add any initial burden for providers or state and local
programs in those states. In Oregon, the state agency has worked to assure that community college
programs remain on the EPL. For example, the state adopted policies to assure that sequences of
courses at community colleges constitute programs for WIA purposes. The state has also assumed

all responsibility for obtaining performance data.

On the other hand, the EPL presented problems in Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, and Texas. In
Indiana, for example, many people we interviewed characterized the process for being listed on the
EPL as seriously burdensome. In Maryland, state and local officials said that a significant portion
of potential providers chose not to be listed because of the administrative burden (although a state
higher education official disputed this view). In Michigan, officials reported that community col-
lege participation was less under WIA than it had been under JTPA. Texas officials expressed con-
cern that fewer programs were now being listed on the EPL, and state officials indicated that
obtaining follow-up data was burdensome. Arrangements for linking postsecondary education and
UI wage records that had been worked out in Texas under a multi-year consumer “report card” pro-
ject funded by USDOL fell apart under WIA; the agencies involved resolved the problem recently
by agreeing that the workforce agency will provide Ul wage records to the postsecondary education
agency rather than the other way around. Ambiguity in federal policy on linking education records
was also cited by a number of our states as a major concern with performance measures.'® The DOL
reauthorization proposal leaves details of decisions for establishing the EPL up to each state. States
officials can be expected to like this, and to be likely to reduce reporting requirements for individual

training programs and thereby reduce the reporting burden on providers.

Individual Training Accounts

In an effort to provide more customer choice, WIA mandates that decisions on which training
program and provider be left up to the customers for adult and dislocated worker programs. Under
JTPA, program staff sometimes made the decisions without taking the customers’ wishes into ac-
count. When customers are deemed appropriate for training in WIA, they are issued individual
training accounts (ITAs) that typically specify the amount they can spend and the programs to
which they can apply. WIA regulations give local boards considerable leeway in how much discre-

10 The recently issued joint USDOE/USDOL guidance on the federal legislation regulating educational privacy
issues, the Federal Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), is not likely to help states on this issue. It is
available online: www.ed.gov/News/Letters/030130.html.
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tion is left to the customer, but most programs appear to be using a “guided choice” approach
whereby the local program operator sets parameters, and the customer can make the final choice
within them. There are also exemptions from the ITA requirement for on-the-job and customized
training, when there are insufficient vendors in an area, and for situations in which a WIA program

disproportionately serves groups with multiple barriers to employment.

The ITA provisions appear to have been implemented without major problems in the sample
states. In part, this may result from Department of Labor regulations that granted local boards wide
latitude in terms of how many restrictions were placed on the ITAs. It is possible, however, that
there would be variation in the efficacy of ITAs with more or less program guidance. To learn more
about this, the Employment and Training Administration has sponsored an experiment to test how

varying the balance of control between customers and programs affects performance.

IV. Conclusions, Implications, and Issues for Further Study

A. Conclusions

We draw a number of conclusions from our study of WIA service delivery in 8 states, 16 local
workforce areas, and over 30 One-Stop Career Centers. First of all, and as pointed out often in this
report, states and localities exhibit wide variation in many key areas, ranging from leadership, gov-
ernance, and administration to program orientation, the degree of program integration, and reliance

2

on market mechanisms. States continue to serve as “laboratories of democracy,” as do local
workforce areas. They have taken different approaches to implementing WIA, in large part reflect-
ing their own state workforce reforms, institutional and labor market context. The experience that
governors and legislatures gained in reforming their workforce and welfare systems in the 1980s
and 1990s appears to have served as a base for designing WIA service delivery systems tailored to

their state’s particular contexts and needs.

Second, the evolution of state and local workforce systems is still underway. Most states have
implemented the provisions of WIA, and they are now refining their administrative and service de-
livery mechanisms and developing new components and features, such as self-directed services for
employers and job seekers and approaches for tracking services and outcomes. Third, most of the
states in the study and their local workforce boards have moved beyond the “work-first” policy ori-
entation that was typical of welfare-to-work and many workforce programs in the late 1990s. States
and local areas are now more balanced in their policy orientation under WIA. Many of the staff we
interviewed talked about the need for workforce services to respond to the needs of employers and

to serve job seekers flexibly. A number of respondents cited recent evaluation findings that point to
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the longer-term effectiveness of balanced strategies that rely on a combination of labor force attach-

ment and human capital development.

Fourth, One-Stop structures, partnership arrangements, financing, and service delivery ap-
proaches are not generic entities. Workforce officials of the states and local areas in the sample
strongly seek flexibility to structure their delivery system in a manner best suited to their needs.
One-Stop Centers are operated by local government, the employment service, community colleges,
consortia of partners, nonprofit organizations, for-profit firms (including staffing organizations),
labor organizations, and community-based organizations. Local program operators would be un-

happy if their choice of whom to select were determined by federal policy, instead of local choice.

Fifth, the verdict is not yet in on the efficacy of the broad array of market mechanisms now
used in workforce development systems. However, the current performance measures, standards,
and related processes are generally perceived as “broken” and in need of major repair. This is one of
the issues on which all of our states and local areas agreed. Data collection and reporting on perfor-
mance is uneven and inconsistent, and the credibility of performance numbers is threatened. States
would like to see adjustments for participant characteristics and local economic conditions, fewer
performance measures, and a more consistent and fair negotiation process between the states and

federal officials.

Sixth, current and projected resource levels are seen as inadequate to address WIA’s goal of
universal access to core services. States and areas were able to design and launch extensive
One-Stop career systems in a booming economy, often with the help of federal One-Stop grants.
The economy is now in an economic downturn. Demand for workforce services has grown, and the
resources needed to support One-Stop infrastructure on an ongoing basis are lacking. Web-based,
self-directed services should be viewed as complements to, rather than substitutes for, staff-assisted
services accessed at One-Stop Career Centers. One-Stop Centers play an essential role as a place
for job seekers to go for assistance above and beyond their role in providing the services them-
selves: youth, adults, and dislocated workers alike often come to such centers for peer support even
when they could easily tap into the same services from home or other locations in the community.
The need for financing to support these centers will remain into the future. The Administration’s
proposed establishment of funding for One-Stop infrastructure would help to address a number of
concerns expressed by the state and local officials. It would provide additional resources to the lo-
cal areas, would prevent some of the squabbling over who should pay what share for One-Stop op-
erations, and it would encourage reluctant partners to establish a presence at the One-Stop Centers

with less fear of paying a disproportionate share of expenses.
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B. Implications and Issues for Further Study

A number of key policy and program implications follow from these conclusions. First, many
roads appear viable for implementing successful workforce development systems, suggesting that a
devolved approach with enhanced state (and local) flexibility, rather than numerous mandates,
makes for sensible national policy. Earlier national reports (e.g., JTPA Advisory Committee, 1989)
suggested that what was needed was tightening up on the front (eligibility) and back end (perfor-
mance reporting and accountability) and loosening up in the middle (structures and the mechanics
of service delivery), in an approach that was more like that used in the private sector. The same
might be said of WIA, especially with regard to measuring and reporting performance more rigor-
ously — while allowing for performance adjustments to account for important differences in local
target populations and economies — and allowing and encouraging greater discretion in service de-
livery approaches. Flexibility does not mean tolerance of poor performance. States and local areas
that perform well should be given great flexibility on how they structure their programs, but poor

performers should receive less discretion.

Second, seamless service delivery for workforce development is attainable, though not without
strong leadership, real costs, and considerable hard work behind the scenes. Utah — while a case
unto itself — and other states like Florida, Michigan, and Texas have pursued seamless service de-
livery with considerable success. Yet federal silos remain a serious barrier for many states to devis-
ing and delivering services seamlessly to customers. The U.S. Department of Labor, through
increased approvals of state waiver requests under WIA (e.g., for greater flexibility in fund trans-
fer), appears to have assisted states in reaching new levels of flexibility in the past year or so in WIA
funding streams. However, WIA is only part of the state and local workforce picture, often a rela-
tively small one."" TANF and ES in particular, as well as Food Stamp Employment and Training,
adult education, and other funding streams are also essential components of workforce service de-
livery for job seekers. Serious effort should be exerted to remedy these longstanding barriers at the
national level, especially in Congress where many of the constraints start, but also among the fed-
eral partners. It appears to be worth it. The Administration’s proposal to phase out a separate silo for

labor exchange services offers one approach to eliminating program overlap.

Third, One-Stop infrastructure is unlikely to be adequately supported and financed in most
states in the future without federal action. Fully integrated states (e.g., Utah) and those that have

adopted more comprehensive portfolio approaches will be better able to support their One-Stop

11 WIA funds constitute only 16 percent of the Texas Workforce Commission budget and barely 3 percent of the
budget of the Utah Department of Workforce Services.

1-26




systems, but even they appear to be facing real resource constraints. Service levels are likely to be
reduced in order to pay for One-Stop infrastructure. Financial demands also will serve as added bar-

riers to bringing new partners into the system.

Fourth, it will take much more effort and system development before self-directed services can
be accessed and delivered effectively for all employers and job seekers, much less tracked and doc-
umented fully. State and local systems are still in their infancy and require greater investment and

experimentation over the next decade or so. The potential benefits should be substantial.

Our research also raised issues and topics that merit further study. First, the extent to which ex-
isting data reporting, performance measurement, and management approaches are distorting client
selection, service strategies, and outcomes is not known. Research should be conducted to deter-
mine these effects and to devise thoughtful strategies for responding. The performance manage-
ment system warrants particular attention here. Not only were all the states in our sample extremely
distraught about the current system, there is a long track record of documenting the problems in de-
vising appropriate performance management systems for workforce development systems (see
Barnow and Smith, 2002). We suggest that research also be conducted on the manner in which data
are collected (administrative data versus survey data) and management approaches at the state and

local level.

Second, the effect of the use of UI call centers on services and work search behavior, as well as
utilization of One-Stop services by Ul claimants, should be examined more thoroughly. Only two
of the eight states in the study (Indiana and Oregon) had not instituted a UI call center or online Ul
application process, and the other six reported reduced connections between UI claimants and
One-Stop services. Specifically, it is important to learn if the immediate cost savings associated
with call centers are offset by reduced access to services for UI claimants. If the call centers are effi-

cacious, then it is important to reconsider what it means for UI to be a One-Stop partner.

Third, many of the states we visited exhibited a tension between the desire to offer universal
access while at the same time focusing on those with the most severe labor market barriers. Re-
search is needed to help determine the right balance between these competing objectives. At the
more practical level, more information is needed on how One-Stop Centers can best accommodate
customers with greatly varying needs and characteristics. Should welfare recipients and profes-
sional workers be served at the same One-Stop Center, or should they target their efforts to particu-

lar niches?
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Fourth, understanding the proper role for business continues to be elusive. More knowledge is
needed on the particular roles that business representatives should play in the system as well as
whether the business involvement is best served by chief executives, human resource officials, or
others. Businesses can be customers, management advisors, and policy makers. Boards can obtain
input from individual business representatives, from general business organizations such as the
Chambers of Commerce, or from special sectoral organizations. We need a better understanding of
how to best use these various links to business. The Administration’s reauthorization proposal per-
mits local workforce areas to include fewer business representatives on their boards while still
maintaining the requirement of a business majority, but the key issue is to determine how best to use

participating business representatives in the oversight of programs.

Fifth, one interesting observation from our work was that the physical layout and design of
One-Stop Centers, in part mirroring the orientation of their local boards, varied considerably. Some
of the One-Stop Centers appear to have designed centers based on a clear conception of best-prac-
tice in retail sales and services as well as marketing. The Department of Labor might examine the
relationship between layout, orientation, and near- and long-term labor market success of these
One-Stop Centers, and the extent to which their success can be explained by the adoption of proven

business practices.

Sixth, the development and implementation of workforce systems measures, including return
on investment (ROI), is a topic that merits greater attention. All of the states and localities desired
improvements in our approaches to performance measurement, many of them with an eye towards
system measures. Development of system measures poses numerous challenges to the workforce
development system. Who should be held responsible for meeting the standards? Should the mea-
sures focus strictly on workforce services, or should they be broader in scope? What types of re-

wards and sanctions are appropriate with system measures?

Seventh, we do not really know whether market-based, self-directed services are effective and
for whom. It is extremely difficult to even capture how much self-service is taking place. Measur-
ing their impact is even harder. Such services tend to be low in cost, so even if they have relatively

small impacts, they could be very cost effective.

Eighth, the states in the study sample exhibited a wide range of centralized authority, with
some states playing a strong role in setting policy while others left maximum discretion to the local

areas. It is likely that there is no single optimal strategy for centralization, but research can help us
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to identify the advantages and disadvantages of centralizing authority at the state level versus giv-

ing more autonomy to local areas.

Finally, we need to learn ways to integrate or at least better coordinate service delivery at
One-Stop Centers with partners such as vocational rehabilitation, adult education and family liter-
acy, and postsecondary education and training. These programs clearly have a role in the nation’s
workforce development system, but it is not clear how they should be tied to the One-Stop Career
Centers. Should they be completely co-located at the One-Stop Centers, or is a part-time presence

sufficient? How can we best assure that the programs are appropriately linked?
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