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MINUTES OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION.

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Representative Ralph Tanner at 9:00 a.m. on January 12,
2000 in Room 313-S of the Capitol.

All members were present except: Representative Phill Kline

Committee staff present: Ben Barrett, Legislative Research Department
Avis Swartzman, Revisor’s Office
Linda Taylor, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: David Shreve, NCSL
Tracy Schmidt, NCSL

Others attending: See Attached List

The joint meeting of the House and Senate Education Committees was called to order by Senator Barbara
Lawrence, Chairperson. The subject for the joint meeting was Workforce Development. Senator
Lawrence introduced David Shreve who in turn introduced Tracy Schmidt, also of the NCSL, and Jay
Kayne and Laura Loyacono of the Kaufman Foundation. Mr. Shreve commented on the economic health
and growth in Kansas. He stated that there are currently 100,000 unfilled jobs in Kansas, but the we need
a one stop system in place to enable people to access all services offered by the state relating to
employment, public assistance, child care and training.

Mr. Shreve touched on all facets of workforce development, including the history and development of the
Workforce Investment Act, JTPA, CETA and the Schaffer/Woolsey Act.

Utah and Texas have already consolidated workforce functions. Utah is a small state with a fairly
homogenous population, while Texas is much larger and has greater diversity among its residents.
Consolidation is working well for both states, proving that consolidation can work in a variety of
situations.

Ms. Schmidt made her presentation. She stated that workforce problems have are no longer just social
problems, but have now become business problems also, affecting the business health of the community.
States should attempt to take their programs even further than the federal regulations require.

Mr. Shreve thanked the Kaufman Foundation members for their assistance in the implementation of many
workforce programs.

Ms. Schmidt was asked which agency she would choose as the umbrella agency for bringing these
programs together. She was also asked about the inclusion of vocational education.

Ms. Schmidt responded that these are optional considerations for those who are in on the decision-making
process to solve.

The following attachments were made available by the NCSL for the committee:

NCSL Legisbrief (Attachment 1); Serving the Kansas Workforce, An Inventory of Programs and Policies
(Attachment 2); Kansas Workforce Investment Partnership Council (Attachment 3); The Workforce
Investment Act of 1998 (Attachment 4); Workforce Development Reform (Attachment 5); “Kansas
Workforce Employment and Training Programs: Do They Funcion as a System?” (Attachment 6);
Materials on Texas Workforce Legislation (Attachment 7); Kansas Workforce System Review
(Attachment 8); Fiscal Impact Statement (Attachment 9); Department of Workforce Services Executive
Summary and Overview (Attachment 10); Review of the Workforce Development Board of Enterprise
Florida, Inc. (Attachment 11); Summary of the 1999 Act and Resolves, Act No. 27 (H-290) (Attachment
12); and Bill Summary for HB 1875 (Attachment 13).

The meeting was adjouned.
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WORK FORCE DEVELOPMENT REFORM
By Jana Zinser and Tracy Schmidt

State legislatures are rethinking how young people are being prepared for their first jobs and
how people already in the work force can be retrained for different or better jobs. Although
millions of dollars are spent on work force development each year, most states have no
comprehensive system and no adequate way to measure the programs’ success.

State reliance on federal mandates and complex funding formulas, differing eligibility
requirements, overlapping services and turf battles among constituency groups, as well as
administering agencies, create a confusing and sometimes mysterious array of programs. States
need to consider building one coherent system from the many school-to-work opportunities and
work force preparation programs regardless of whether federal legislation passes in this area.
States are considering and implementing several reform options briefly outlined below.

Structural Options
B Develop a statewide strategic plan that includes a coordinated system of services.
Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Texas, Utah and Wisconsin.
® Establish by statute a state body to plan, oversee and evaluate all work force development
programs and serve as the state’s human resource investment council that can oversee and
manage all employment, training and related systems. Alaska, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida,
Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Jersey, Oregon,
Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Washington and Wisconsin. -
B Require legislative membership on human resource investment council. Delaware, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Jersey, Oregon, Rhode Island, Viermont and Wisconsin.
® Consolidate work force development programs under one agency. Indiana, lowa, Michigan,
Texas and Utah.
B Consider periodic legislative oversight of human resource investment council. Texas.
= Develop a performance management system with state benchmarks, outcomes and
accountability or lose funding. Florida, lllinois, lowa, Maine, Massachusetts, New York, Oregon,
Texas, Utah, Washington and Wisconsin.
B Develop a state skill standards board that creates a statewide system of industry-defined and
-recognized skill standards and credentials coordinated with national initiatives. Texas.
® Concentrate on industry-specific skill standards. California, Indiana, New Jersey, Oregon, Utah,
Washington and Wisconsin.
B Develop an integrated case management system that allows agency staff to review relevant
information about client history and program objectives without breaching confidentiality
(this may include common intake forms and data bases and shared assessments). Connecticut,
Florida, lowa, Minnesota, North Carolina and Utah.
W Create a networked computer system that would improve program accountability,
performance, and access to data about jobs and job seekers. Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia,
lowa, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, North Carolina, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Tennessee and Utah.
B Seek federal waivers and regulatory relief to coordinate and simplify federal and state
funding. Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Florida, Georgia, Guam, lllinois, Indiana,
lowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri,
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Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, Washington and Wyoming.

® Develop or expand school-to-work opportunities. Alabama, Arizona, California, Colorado,
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, lowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee,
Texas, Utah, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia and Wisconsin.

® Develop one-stop centers. Alaska, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Idaho,
Ilinois, Indiana, lowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, Nevada, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Washington and Wisconsin.

B Integrate welfare-to-work system. Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan, Utah and Wisconsin.

Policy Considerations
B Define work force development and gain a common understanding of the term. Connecticut,
Florida, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Texas and Utah.
B Create a system that is outcome focused, adaptable, coordinated with other programs and
locally controlled. Connecticut, Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan, Texas and Utah.
B Structure programs that are responsive to the needs of the clients, employers and incumbent
workers. Connecticut, Florida, Maine, Massachusetts and Wisconsin.
B Consider the needs of rural and urban workers. Jowa and Florida.

Local Connections
B Create local or regional work force development boards. These boards would plan and
oversee the delivery of all training and services programs and evaluate all policies and
programs. Funds could be block grants to the local work force development boards. Colorado,
Connecticut, Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan, North Carolina, Texas and Utah.
B Increase involvement from businesses about occupational needs. California, Connecticut,
Florida, Maine, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Ohio, Texas and Utah.
B Create business incentives for training employees or students involved in school-to-work.
Alabama, Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii, lllinois, lowa,
Mississippi, Ohio, Rhode Island and Virginia.
B Create partnerships among education, training and business.
Colorado, Connecticut, Michigan, Texas and Wisconsin.
B Develop curriculum and credit transfers between high schools,
colleges and technical institutions. Florida, New York, Texas and
Wisconsin.
B Advertise available education and training services. Florida,
Maine, Michigan and Texas.

Because a number of agencies share work force development
responsibilities, it is difficult to shape a comprehensive system
without legislative involvement. State legislatures need to
analyze the strengths and weaknesses of the current structure and consider what changes will
best address the needs of the employers and workers in order to create a comprehensive work
force development system.

Contacts for More Information and References

Jana Zinser Tracy Schmidt
NCSL—Denver NCSL—Washington, D.C.
(303) 830-2200 ext. 100 (202) 624-8196
jana.zinser@ncsl.org tracy.schmidt@ncsl.org
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Executive Summary

Enacted and proposed changes and consolidations in federal vocational and job
training programs, combined with added federal emphasis on developing school-to-work
systems (in Kansas it is referred to as school-to-careers), means many states will need to
rethink how young people are prepared for their first jobs and how people already in the
workforce can be retrained for different or better jobs. Although millions of dollars are
spent on workforce development programs each year, most states have no comprehensive

system for workforce development, nor do they have adequate outcome measures for

current programs.

State reliance on federal mandates and complex funding streams, differing
eligibility requirements, overlapping services and turf battles among constituency groups
as well as administering agencies combine to create a confusing and sometimes
mysterious web of programs. There are at least 125 federal employment and training
programs regulated by six different federal agencies that are administered primarily by
the states. For example the federal government has recently developed an additional
categorical program for welfare-to-work grants, adding yet another layer of programs that
states will have to deal with. States need to consider building a coherent system from the

many school-to-career opportunities and workforce preparation programs.

To make informed decisions about these changes, states need to have accurate and
objective information about their current systems, programs, strategies and funding. An
inventory of all programs is the first step toward any workforce development reform. An
inventory of programs and policies can highlight the number of separate programs

operating independently that serve overlapping purposes and duplicate bureaucratic staff,
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administrative processes and program services. Many programs lack effective
measurement tools and data to determine whether the programs are successful. Because

of this lack of accountability, taxpayers often question whether public funds are being

spent effectively.

Kansas has been active on several fronts: planning one-stop career centers,
designing a school-to-career system and reforming welfare. Although very little
legislative action has taken place in the workforce development areas in recent years,
except for the funding of current programs, the agency people in charge of many of the

current programs are well-informed and understand the need to examine reform options.

Four agencies in Kansas provide most workforce development and school-to-
career programs including the departments of Commerce and Housing, Education,
Human Resources, and Social and Rehabilitative Services. The Department of
Corrections also has a few programs. Within these departments are more than 40 major
programs that serve workforce development and school-to-career needs; within many of
those programs are still more programs. Major funding for many of these programs
include federal money from the U.S. Department of Education and the U.S. Department
of Labor under the Wagner-Peyser Act, the Carl Perkins Vocational Education Act, the
Job Training Partnership Act, school-to-work grants and one-stop grants. Federal
welfare, no longer an entitlement, now is available as a block grant to the state
(Temporary Assistance for Needy Families-TANF) and is tied to specific state
performance goals, as well as specific time limits and work requirements. State general
revenue also represents a significant funding source for workforce development

programs, which tries to fill the void not covered by federal programs but sometimes



duplicates federal efforts. Over $400 million from state and federal sources was

spent in Kansas last year for workforce development and school-to-work programs.

The specific requirements and constraints of federal funding often prevent the co-
mingling of various federal funding streams. According to many Kansas program
directors, these funding constraints--in addition to other federal requirements--create

frustration and impede service delivery.

This inventory gives an overview of Kansas's workforce development, including
the complexities created by multiple programs serving a variety of specific
constituencies. It is intended to help the state advance to a strategic planning phase
where decisions can be made about how to create a system that more efficiently and

effectively serves Kansas's workforce development needs.

Kansas may want to consider changes from the menu of options listed below.
Many of these ideas are being debated and implemented in other states. Kansas may
want to research and debate these choices, as well as others, in order to make the best

choices that will be fit Kansas and its workforce needs.

Some of the following changes may be examined as options for Kansas:
Structural Options

e Develop a statewide strategic plan that includes a coordinated system of
services.

e Statutorily establish a state-level body to strategically plan, oversee and
evaluate all workforce development programs and serve as the state’s human
resource investment council (to provide oversight and management of all

employment, training and related delivery systems).
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e Consolidate workforce development programs under one agency.

e Develop a performance management system with state benchmarks, outcomes
or performance measures and accountability, or loss of funding.

e Develop a state skill standards board that creates a statewide system of
industry-defined and industry-recognized skills standards and credentials
coordinated with national skill standards initiatives.

e Develop an integrated case management system that allows agency staff to
review relevant information about client service history and program

objectives without breaching confidentiality (this may include common intake

forms and databases, as well as shared assessments).
e Create a networked computer system that would improve program
accountability, performance and access to data about jobs and job seekers.

e Seek federal waivers and regulatory relief to coordinate and simplify federal

and state funding mechanisms.
Policy Considerations
e Define workforce development and gain a common understanding of the term.
e Create a system that is outcome focused, client driven, adaptable, coordinated

with other programs and locally controlled.

e Structure programs so that they are responsive to the needs of the clients and

tied to the needs of employers.
e Consider the needs of those workers already in the workforce.

e Serve the needs of rural workers as well as those of urban workers.



Develop the ability to break down the budget for ‘Z:ach technical education

program.

Local Connections

Create local or regional workforce development boards with approved
workforce plans. These boards would plan and oversee the delivery of all
workforce training and service programs, in addition to evaluate all workforce

development policies and programs in the area. Funds could be block grants

to the local workforce development boards.

Increase input from businesses about occupational needs.
Create business incentives for training employees.

Create partnerships among education, training and business.

Develop curriculum linkages between high schools, colleges and technical

institutions.

Expansion and Continuation of Programs

e Continue to expand school-to-career opportunities.

Increase agency involvement with the school-to-career plans.

Continue to develop one-stop centers.
Market and advertise available education and training services.

Provide funding and budget training for program directors.

Develop plans to expand services.
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In 1991 the Legislature passed a bill that would have created an independent
Office of Work Force Training to oversee all Department of Commerce and Housing

training programs and to coordinate with other training programs. The governor vetoed

the bill.

In 1993, the Legislature passed a bill (H.B. 2485) that would have established the
Kansas Commission on Training for Tomorrow. The bill would have required the
commission to develop and commence implementation of a strategy for the establishment

of a comprehensive workforce training and education system in Kansas, including:

e Review and evaluate all existing employment and workforce training services
in the state to determine if such services realize the goal of client self-
sufficiency and meet the needs of Kansas employees, employers and the
economy;

e Review and analyze comprehensive employment and workforce training

systems in other countries and states; and
e Develop a plan for coordination of all employment and workforce training
services in the state.

The governor vetoed the bill.

Since 1993, the Legislature has not initiated any actions to develop a plan for
coordinated employment and workforce training services. However, through the
appropriations process, the Legislature has continued to support a wide array of
workforce or vocational training efforts. For example, the 1997 Legislature approved a

grant of $1 million in FY 1998 to be used specifically for technology equipment for the
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state’s 19 community colleges and Washburn University. The money will be allocated

by the state Board of Education on a competitive basis.

The Kansas Department of Commerce and Housing administers several programs
to assist businesses with their training and retraining needs. The Kansas Industrial
Training (KIT) Program provides training assistance in the form of grants primarily to
manufacturing, distribution, and regional or national services firms. These firms must
commit to add five or more jobs to new or existing Kansas's facilities. The Kansas
Industrial Retraining (KIR) Program provides retraining assistance in the form of
matching grants to restructuring industries whose employees are likely to be displaced
due to obsolete or inadequate job skills and knowledge. The Legislature funded these
programs with a total of $3.5 million in FY 1997 and $3.75 million in FY 1998. A third
program, the SKILL/IMPACT program, is used to provide training assistance, among
other services, to larger businesses. This program employs an innovative funding

mechanism involving tax-exempt bonds that are retired by the proceeds from withholding

taxes on new jobs.

The budget of the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services includes
$10.9 million approved by the Legislature for FY 1998 for employment preparation in
accordance with the provisions of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996. Workforce training options are restricted to those who meet
the federal welfare reform definitions. In addition, federal funding of $12.8 million was

appropriated for training grants under the auspices of the Job Training Partnership Act.

The Kansas Legislature continues to support agency-specific workforce and

vocational training initiatives through the appropriations process. The executive branch,



through the Kansas Workforce Investment Partnership Council, has assumed the
coordination of training initiatives. In 1996 the governor created the Kansas Workforce
Investment Partnership (KWIP) to coordinate federal and state workforce development
funding. It also replaced the School-to-Work Commission in governing the School-to-

Careers initiative and now oversees the One-Stop Career Centers and the Kansas Council

‘on Employment and Training.

In January 1995, Governor Bill Graves directed the Kansas Department of Human
Resources to serve as the lead one-stop agency and build a network linking programs and
agencies together, providing common intake, and making information and services

available to customers at any location.

Kansas received a $2.8 million school-to-work grant in June 1998. School-to-
careers is designed to accomplish three major goals--economic development, education
reform and workforce development. School-to-careers is housed in the state's department
of education, with the Kansas Workforce Investment Partnership taking a lead role in
overseeing how the initiative is governed within the state. School-to-careers enjoys wide
support from the Kansas business and education communities.

The Kansas school-to-careers initiative has allowed business, education and the
community to work together to link the classroom with real world experiences. Through
career awareness programs like job shadowing and internships, school-to-careers blends
rigorous academic standards with occupational skills. The goal of school-to-careers is to
enhance the connections between education and the world of work, within the context of

high quality academic content.
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The school-to-careers program provides funding for local partnerships to plan for
systemic change connecting educational systems with employment opportunities.
Program services are provided by local education agencies as well as private
subcontractors and will serve all students—those both in and out of school--from
kindergarten through four years of postsecondary education. The school-to-careers
system also requires the inclusion of business, industry and labor in partnerships that are

awarded funding. Kansas has passed 75 percent of its development funding to the local

partnerships.

Kansas welfare reform--called KansasWorks--is the umbrella agency for
Temporary Assistance for Families (TAF) and the Food Stamp Employment and Training
Program; it incorporated the now defunct Kanwork program. It helps move public
assistance recipients into employment. Able-bodied recipients of cash benefits are
required to look for work as a condition of eligibility for assistance. Education and
training are given only when job search and work experience placements are not
successful, and then only short-term job training is allowed. Within these services there
is also a focus in three areas--teen pregnancy, nontraditional occupations, and alcohol and

drug assessment and treatment.

KansasWorks offers employability assessment, support services and referral to
community resources. Some employment services are provided by the agency and some
are provided through contracts with local providers. These services include job

development, job coaching, life skills workshops, job clubs and on-the-job training.
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Kansas Workforce Development Structure

Created by the Legislature in 1986 (Kansas Statute Annotated 74-8004), Kansas
Inc. is an independent, nonpartisan organization that builds consensus and acts on state
economic goals. The Legislature directed Kansas Inc. to “assume central responsibility
to develop, with the guidance of both the public and private sectors, all facets of a
comprehensive long-term economic development strategy.” It is governed by a 15-
member, mostly private sector, board of directors that is co-chaired by the governor. The
membership also includes legislators, a board of regents' representative, the secretary of
commerce and housing, a labor representative and private sector members of key Kansas
industrial sectors. The executive and legislative branches of state government and the
private sector share the responsibility for Kansas Inc.’s agenda. Two-thirds of its budget
comes from the state and one-third from the business community. Kansas Inc. seeks to
build a strong, diversified economy that promotes new and existing industries. It
provides research for its economic development strategy, recommends policy, and
conducts oversight and evaluation of the strategy's implementation. Its research has
included the topics of workforce training and education, among others. Kansas Inc.
created their economic development strategic goals in its 1997 publication, 4 Kansas
Vision for the 21° Century. Included in those goals are to prepare Kansas youth for the
workplace and life-long learning and to provide high-quality workforce training and life-
long learning opportunities for adults. In that same report, Kansas Inc. identifies two

weaknesses in Kansas:



¢ Inadequate preparation of youth during K-12 education for work and careers,
low levels of funding for adult basic education, and a fragmented and
uncoordinated system of professional, technical and continuing education; and

e A statewide shortage of skilled workers in growing occupations and

industries.

The Kansas state Board of Education in 1992 established strategic directions for
structuring education and included skills and behaviors needed for employment such as
learning to learn; reading, writing and computation; creative thinking and problem
solving; self-esteem, interpersonal skills and organizational effectiveness, and leadership.

Strategies developed to achieve these goals include:

e The assessment and remediation of basic skills or the availability of
employability enhancement skills through community colleges for all post-
secondary schools.

¢ Elementary and secondary exit outcomes that will require basic skills
development and employability enhancement.

e Community colleges and area vocational-technical schools will develop a
program designed to market the need for new workplace skills.

e Integration of learning and work.

e Secondary and postsecondary programs will integrate academic and technical
skills. This integration will require academic and vocational teachers to form
teams to integrate skills required in the workplace.

e Special programs will be developed to retrain the unemployed or

underemployed with new workplace skills.
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High skills and high-wage jobs.

Existing area vocational schools will be transformed into technical colleges.
Secondary and postsecondary schools will integrate academic and technical
skills.

All program data will be broken down by race, sex and socioeconomic status.
The program data must proportionately reflect the communities and
populations they serve.

In areas of the state where community colleges and area vocational schools
are in close proximity, they will become one operating unit of the post-
secondary education system.

Access to information and education.

The state’s A-plan for telecommunications in Kansas (two-way video plan),
which includes clustering communities as an integral part of the state’s
telecommunication system will be implemented.

Elementary education will include an objective to encourage all children to
develop dreams of work goals.

A program for training teachers, parents and students about career options will
be developed and provided to schools and community centers.

A plan for implementing a school-to-career apprenticeship program in
appropriate areas of the state will be developed.

All Kansas citizens will have access to training and retraining at community

colleges and area vocational schools.
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Opportunity’s knocking

The approaching millenium invokes an important turning point in history and sets a milestone by
which to measure future achievement. The Kansas Workforce Investment Partnership (KWIP)
Council proposes to harness this historic momentum for change to reinvent the state’s workforce
development system (WDS) in order to better meet the needs of Kansas citizens and employers.

The current reality

The State WDS is comprised of numerous public programs administered by a variety of state
agencies, including the Department of Human Resources, the Department of Social and
Rehabilitation Services, the Department of Commerce and Housing, and the Department of
Education. This system is comprised of 40 different programs with an annual budget of
approximately $400 million. While the system has pockets of success, it is noted for its
fragmentation, categorical funding, bureaucracy and lack of consumer and market focus. The
question arises: Is the State receiving an appropriate return on 1ts mvestment?

Within this current reality opportunities exist to make dramatic changes in the way the WDS is
administered.

« The strong economy, growing population and sound investments in public education, coupled
with the outstanding work ethic of the men and women of Kansas, create a positive
environment for improvement in the WDS.

« DHR has issued a Request for Proposals for the creation of at least five full-service One-Stop
Career Centers beginning July 1, 1999. The centers are intended to deliver information and
services that are consumer (not program) driven. Services through the centers will be
designed to provide maximum choices in employment, education, training, social services
and other services needed and wanted by the public. The State must take full advantage of the
opportunities provided through these grants to develop new partnerships and test service
delivery strategies in order to better meet the needs of Kansas citizens and employers.

o The State has received more than $1 million in federal funding for development of the
Kansas School to Careers project, as well as a $16.8 million four-year grant to implement it
statewide. The purpose of the project is to connect education and employment for the 21
Century. Regional partnership alliances will be formed to address the business environment,
unemployment, high school drop-out rates and other relevant issues. Students will learn how
academic concepts relate to the real world of work, and they will explore career
opportunities. Employers will help prepare students with the skills and attitudes needed for
success in the workplace. The State has a tremendous opportunity to link this investment in
the future of Kansas students with the WDS for the future.
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e The Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 1998 is the culmination of a multi-year effort to
reform the nation’s job training, adult education, vocational rehabilitation and other
workforce preparation programs. Programs and services authorized by WIA are intended to
meet both the needs of the nation’s businesses as well as the needs of job seekers and those
who want to further their careers. Major elements of WIA are the following:
~ Training and employment programs should be designed and managed at the local level

where the needs of businesses and individuals are best understood. ,
- Consumers must be able to conveniently access information about employment
opportunities, job training, other employment preparation services, and related programs.
- Consumers must have choices in determining which program will best meet their needs.
- Business will provide leadership and play an active role in ensuring that the system
prepares people for realistic jobs in the workforce.
The State must take fill advantage of the legislative imperative created through this new law

to coordinate und colluborate to build a more effective WDS which better meets the needs of
Kansas citizens and employers.

The vision for the future

KWIP proposes to leverage existing resources and expand the one-stop initiative to create the
WDS of the future. The following results and outcomes are envisioned:

e Thriving children and secure fumilies.
Children are nearly 30% of our population, but 100% of our future. Kansas children deserve
a bright future, supported by a strong WDS which encourages:

- Youngsters to develop the language, reasoning, math and technical skills they will need
to compete in the labor market of the future. -

- Workers who are life-long learners with the flexibility to adapt to emerging workforce
needs.

—  Adults who can grow into more highly skilled employment categories to better provide
for their families’ needs.

e Economic development and job growth.

A skilled, productive workforce contributes to economic growth and gives Kansas a
competitive edge in the global marketplace.

o Satisfied consumers - job seekers, employers and taxpayers.
Job seekers will be able to access basic or specialized services according to their individual
needs. Emplovers will have access to a skilled workforce that will contribute to the success
of their organizations. Taxpayers will receive a return on their investment in education and
the WDS through increased economic development and job growth.

e Accountability through common outcome measures.
The WDS will include strong accountability measures for performance, outcomes and
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customer satisfaction. Evaluation of the WDS will drive continuous improvement and
capacity building efforts.

e Partnerships.
Business, labor, elementary and secondary education, vocational-technical schools,
community colleges, universities, private business colleges, placement firms, the human
resource development functions of business and industry, community-based organizations
and government entities work together to integrate service delivery and assure that consumers
develop the skills they need to succeed in the workplace. KWIP assures that the door 1s open
for all of these partners to have meaningful involvement in the new WDS, and encourages
communities to develop pilot projects to test innovative concepts.

e The "virtual organization” comprised of colluborative programs.

WIA does not mandate program consolidation. Rather than focus time and energy now on

how to merge programs, agencies should address how to build bridges between programs to

improve consumer services. Thus KWIP envisions the "virtual organization:"

- Common intake forms make it easier for consumers to access services.

- Comprehensive information and referral services meet or exceed consumer expectations
every time.

- Computer linkages among programs make services appear "seamless” (o consumers.

- Computer systems are linked via the Internet, rather than spending scarce resources on
new computer sysiems.

- Existing staff from various agencies are assigned to support reinvention and management
of the WDS.

As agencies work together in a functional capacity through the new WDS partnerships, a
consensus for consolidation may emerge.

e [Increased staff morale and development.
Involvement of staff at all levels in creating the future of the WDS will lessen the natural
feelings of anxiety and resistence that sometimes accompany major change initiatives.

Recommendations
KWIP recommends the following actions which are critical to fulfillment of this vision:

1. We ask you, as Governor, to hire a WDS Executive and small staff to manage the process of
reinventing the WDS.

—  Numerous issues related to the WDS require staff attention: policy, strategic
management, workforce investment board governance, coordination with local boards,
identification of critical issues, analysis and development of options, assistance in
developing agendas and facilitation of meetings to assure outcomes and results. This
work is too time intensive to be successfully accomplished by "volunteers" who must
continue other responsibilities in addition to the WDS initiative.

3
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- Therefore, KWIP envisions the following positions:

« A WDS Executive with skills as a system planner, facilitator, negotiator,
communicator and leader.

« A WDS Information Technology specialist to coordinate linkages among all
computer systems.

« A Communications Specialist with skills in writing, facilitating and strategic
planning.

» A professional Administrative Assistant with research, web page deswn/management
abilities and organizational skills.

» A clerical support staff position.

- The Executive should report directly to the Governor, signaling a high level of leadership
and the expectation that all appropriate State programs collaborate in the process. By
positioning such statf in the Governor’s Office, the State would be able to avoid blocks
which can occur when program staff, who naturally have vested interests in their own
organizations, try to manage change of such significant proportions.

—  Partner organizations in the WDS will be asked to contribute funds from existing budgets
to pay for these positions and related operating expenses.

We ask you to designate KWIP as the State Workforce Investment Board required by WIA.
Membership should be reviewed to assure that all required partners through the WIA are
represented on the board. In keeping with its mission, KWIP should:

- Continue to serve as a review board and change agent empowered with the responsibility
of making recommendations to the Governor and to state agencies to drive economic
development in the state by helping to produce lifelong learners; highly skilled and
productive workforce; and high skilled and high wage jobs.

- Serve in an advisory capacity to the WDS Executive.

- Provide the collaborative link to local workforce investment boards.

- Focus on strategic planning and systems building. (The attached document lists key
milestones for the next three to four years.)

- Work with the WDS Executive to develop a legislative agenda, if needed, for the 2000
session.

Through the Year 2000, Service Delivery Areas (SDAs) will remain the same. In the future,
SDAs will be encouraged to seek bi-state compacts in natural labor areas that cross state
borders.

We ask you to support and participate in an "aligning for action" conference to bring
stakeholders together and to encourage buy-in for the level of change that will be needed to
implement the vision for the new WDS. Leadership from the Governor is essential to convey
to state agency staff your commitment to this vision, the imperative for change and the
urgency of moving forward to create the WDS of the future.
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5. We ask you to make the WDS part of your legislative agenda by addressing implementation
issues in your budget, State-of-the-State address and policy decisions. We believe that the
development, establishment and growth of the WDS should be a non-partisan issue receiving
support from both the executive and legislative branches.

Call to action

As you stated in your message to the 1999 Kansas Legislature: "We have an obligation to
continue good public policy that will support and enhance the growth of Kansas."

The KWIP members believe wholeheartedly that our recommendations meet this challenge. Our
vision and recommendations serve as a call to action to all partners to create and implement the
finest WDS in the country — one that will be the standard against which others are measured.

We strongly urge your approval of the recommendations we have outlined. We stand ready as
individuals and as the KWIP to assist in the implementation.

Opportunity’s knocking. With your support and approval, we will seize that opportunity today to
create the WDS [or tomorrow.

MAS 0499 |\REPORTS\WIA\K WIP\proposal to the governor.wpd
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OVERVIEW OF WORKFORCE INVESTMENT ACT (WIA)

Enactment
e President Clinton signed the bill into law on August 7, 1998.
o JTPAis repealed as of July 1, 2000

WIA's Impact on the Workforce Development System
o  Program silos still exist

. e Al federal regulations must be adhered to as coordination of programs occur

WIA will enable customers to easily access the information/services they need through a One-Stop system
e Statutorily requires creation and continuation of a One-Stop service delivery system as the access point to a wide aray of job
training, education and employment services to customers ata single neighborhood location.
o Requires that a series of federal programs be offered through a One-Stop systems, those include:
1 Adult Programs
2 Youth Programs
3 Dislocated Worker Programs
4, Job Service (Wagner-Peyser)
5 Adult Education and Literacy
6
7
8
9

Vocational Rehabilitation
Welfare-to-Work
Community Service Employment Programs for Older Americans
: Postsecondary Vocational Education (Perkins)
10. Trade Adjustment Assistance
1. NAFTA - TAA
12 Housing and Urban Development Employment and Training Programs
13. Veterans Employment and Training Programs
14. Community Services Block Grants
15. Unemployment Insurance

NOTE: Local Workforce Boards and LEOs may approve participation of other programs (e.g., Welfare Reform, Food Stamp
Employment and Training Programs, National and Community Service, etc.)

One-Stop system must be established in each local area.

Local Warkforce Boards, in collaboration with LEOs, will oversee One-Stop system.

Local communities have flexibility in designing system.

Each local area must have at least one physical *full service” center. Other canters, electronic access points and networks at

affiliated sites may supplement the “full service® centers.

e  Current One-Sfop operators that qualify may continue if the Govemor, Local Workforce Board and chief elected official agree and
are consistent with the state plan.

Services Available to Dislocated Workers and Adults

The Act provides for three levels of services:

1. Core Services - Universal access for all adufts. : _

" (Eligibility determination, outreach, intake, oneraton nitial assessment, job search and placement assistance,
career counseling, labor market information. r‘cr™abon on training providers, information on supportive services,
information on filing Ul ciaims, assistance in es:acasning eligibility for Weifare-to-Work and financial aid and follow-up
services for 12 months after placement.)

2 Intensive Services - For unemployed unable to >ctamn employment through core services and employed who need
core services fo obtain or retain employment alowng for self-sufficiency .(Comprehensive assessment of skills and
service needs, development of individual empioyment plan, group
or individual counseling, case management, short-term pre-vocational services.) -

3 Training Services - For adutts and dislocated workers who were unable to obtain or retain employment through
intensive sarvicas, were determined to need training and to have skills and qualifications fo successfully participate,
select programs directly linked to employment opportunities, or are unable fo obtain other grant assistancs.
(Occupation skills training, on-the-job training, skills upgrading, entrepreneurial training, job readiness fraining, adult
education and literacy activities, and customized training for employers who commit o hiring.)

e . If program funds are limited, low-income individuals (.g., welfare recipients) will have priority in recaiving intensive and training
services.
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Individual Training Accounts (ITAs)
e [TAs or vouchers are available.

e ITAs are required for most training except, on-the-job or customized training; rural areas or where the Local Workforce Board wants
a community-based organization or other private entity to serve a special population.

Certification of Training Providers

o Initial provider eligibility is automatic for all Postsecondary educational institutions that receive federal student financial aid, though
they must apply through their Local Workforce Boards. Apprenticeship programs are also automatically efigible for the ﬁrs't year.

e  Other providers must meet eligibility criteria, which is established by the Govemor. '

e  For subsequent eligibility, service providers must meet minimum levels of performance and are required to provide information on
performance and cost.

It is the State's responsibility to maintain a list of eligible fraining providers.
Customers may choose any provider on the list. .
States may enter into reciprocal agreements with other States.

State-Leve! Responsibilities for Aggregate Performance of Local Programs
Responsible for designing and administering standards, rewards and sanctions for locals.
Administer Rapid Response activities.

Maintain and distribute lists of eligible providers

Conduct evaluations of programs or incentives

Provide incentive grants to local areas

Provide technical assistance

Provide oversight and monitoring for all programs

Help establish One-Stop Systems

Operate a fiscal and management accountability information system
Provide assistance for areas with high concentrations of eligible youth.

e ©¢ © ¢ # © 0o @ o ©

New State Workforce Board
e  The Kansas Workforce Investment Partnership (KWIP) Council currently serves as the State’s Workforce Council under JTPA.
o Under WIA. the Govemnor has the option to create a new State Workforce Board or to retain the current KWIP to serve as the "new”
state workforce board, provided the KWIP Council composition is as follows:
Govemnor
Business Sector (Majority and Chair)
Two Members of Each Chamber of the State Legislature
State Agency Officials for the Mandated One-Stop Programs
Labor Union Officials
Community College/Community-Based Organization Representatives
Chief Elected Officials

Workforce and Youth Program Experts

Others

Functions of the State Workforce Board include assisting the Govemor with:
State Plan
Statewide Activities
Comment on Vocational Education Activities
Designate Local Workforce Areas
Develop Optional Allocation Formulas for Youth and Adult Funds
Develop State Performance Measures
Prepare Annual Report
Develop State Labor Market Information System
Develop Application (if desired) for National Incentive Grant to State

Local Workforce Boards

o WIA provides for the Govemor to designate ‘new” local workforce areas after consultation with the State Workforce Board,
Local Elected Officials and members of the public.

o In making its recommendations to the Govemor for designating “new” local workforce areas, the State Workforce Board wil
rely on the following factors:
School District Boundaries

Postsecondary Education Area Boundaries
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Labor Market Area Boundaries
Distance Customers Must Travel for Services
Resources Available for Administering the Program
° Current SDAs, however, may seek automatic or temparary designation to be a local workforce area. All five Kansas SDAs

could qualify o be an automatic or temporary designated local workforce area, provided they meet specific performance
standards and fiscal integrity.

Grandfathers current Private Industry Councils (PICs) that are “substantially similar* o law.
The Chief Local Elected Official appoints members

Governor must certify Local Workforce Boards every two years

Governor may decertify for fraud, failure to camyout functions and non-performance

Required Membership Composition of the Local Workforce Boards:
Business Sector (Majority and Chair)
Local Education Entities
Labor Organization Officials
Community-Based Organization Representatives
Economic Development Agency Representatives
All One-Stop Partners
Others as Determined by Local Officials

Functions of the Local Workforce Boards (in partnership with the Chief Local Elected Official)
Select One-Stop Operator
Select Youth Providers
Identify Eligible Intensive Service Providers
|dentify Eligible Training Providers
Budget for the Board
Program Oversight’
Negotiate Local Performance Measures with the Governor
Assist the Governor in Developing Statewide Labor Market Information System
Coordinate Employment and Training with Economic Development
Connecting, brokering, coaching private sector employers

Program Funding

The WIA maintains separate funding streams for. Adults, Youth and Dislocated Workers.

85% of Adult and Youth Funds are allocated to local areas. The remaining 15% are reserved for statewide activities.

Funds in excess of $1 billion are appropriated for youth for Youth Opportunity grants. :

20% of the dislocated worker funds are reserved for the Secretary of Labor to carry out National Emergency Grants, technical

assistance and demonstrations. 60% of the remainder is allocated to local areas, 15% allocated for statewide activities and 25% for
State Rapid Response activities.

Youth Councls | ,
e Youth Councils will be established as a subgroup of each Local Workforce Board in cooperation with LEOs.

Required Membership Composition of Youth Councils:
Local Board Members with Expertise on Youth Issues
Youth Service Agencies and Former Participants
Public Housing Authorities
Parents
Job Corps
Qthers

Functions of the Youth Councils
e Develop Youth Potion of Local Plan

Subiject to Local Workforce Board's approval, the Youth Councils will recommend youth providers and grant awards, conduct
oversight, and coordinate youth activities.
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The Workforce Investment Act of 1998:
A History and Analysis

The Workforce Investment Act (PL 105-220) of 1998 is the culmination of four years of research and debate in
Congress and represents the first significant reform of the federal-state job training partnership in 15 years.

Despite indications to the contrary from members of Congress and the administration, PL. 105-220 is not a
revolutionary departure from existing law. Like most policy changes, it is a step in an evolutionary process. It does
not set up block grants and authority for federal work force training programs to the states, but it does combine the
summer youth and year round programs now operated under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). It does not
break down all bariers to the coordination of federal and state programs, but it substantially reduces them. It does
not require all federally funded programs in a state to submit to joint planning, but it allows states the flexibility
and waiver authority to do so. It does not fundamentally alter the federally created state and sub-state
administrative system. However, it does present an unparalleled opportunity for states to develop a coherent,

rational and comprehensive system for worker training and retraining services and for state legislatures to be a key
player in that effort.

A perspective on over 30 years of federal human resource policy is needed to fully understand the Workforce
Investment Act of 1998. Federal involvement in education dates back less than 100 years to the Smith Hughes
Vocational Education Act, passed after soldiers returned from World War 1. Prior to that, education and training
were absent from the federal agenda. It was not until 1962 that the federal government initiated a nationwide
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program, the Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA), to address the issues of displaced workers
and structural unemployment.

Driving MDTA was the fear that automation would displace thousands of workers and lead to massive
unemployment. It was designed and implemented as a top-down federal program. Federal employees determined
training needs and initiated grants to the state with provisos targeting the trainees, service provider and training to
be conducted. With states restricted to acting as a pass-through, the program operated as an extension of the U.S.
Department of Labor. The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 strengthened the program and expanded it to
include a residential program for youth, the Job Corps, which to this day remains the nation’s most comprehensive
education and training effort. It is also one of the few programs to survive as a federally administered entity. The
1960s also witnessed the first attempt to coordinate the growing alphabet-soup of federally funded programs
through the creation of the President’s Commission on Manpower. It was to be the beginning of a 30-year effort to
bring efficiency and rationale to the programs.

By 1973, federal programs had been created to prevent and ameliorate the economic effects of the disadvantaged;
to provide better access to existing jobs; and to create jobs through public service employment (PSE), a fully
subsidized job in government and the nonprofit sector. The programs became so extensive that a new law was
passed to consolidate them under the umbrella of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA).
Block grants were issued to units of local government with populations over 100,000, and to those rural states
where the population was less concentrated. Local governments gradually became the administrative agents for the
programs.

Presidents Nixon, Ford and Carter responded to the economic downturns of the 1970s with a dramatic expansion of
the CETA program and a subsequent exposure of its weaknesses. Funding doubled between 1976 and 1980 and
peaked at over $10 billion. (or about $20 billion in today’s dollars — about five times current appropriations) PSEs
accounted for more than half of that, but received the bulk of the public criticism. Critics of program activities
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characterized public service employment as ‘make-work’ projects leading nowhere. The huge increase in funding
led to fiscal abuses that held no specific government entity accountable. Combined with the political rhetoric of the
time, these criticisms led to the changes brought about by the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982 (JTPA).

It outlawed PSEs, required funds to pass to localities through the state government (while guaranteeing localities of
at least 200,000 population a share), emphasized training, required a state advisory council, and required the
creation of local administrative units called private industry councils (PICs), which would have at least 51 percent

business membership.

JTPA encouraged "coordination" between training activities and the existing system of education, vocational
education and the labor market, but unfortunately provided few incentives or sanctions for failure to do so. The act,
like its predecessors, often used the terms "state” and "governor” interchangeably, defaulting administration of the
program to the executive branch and leaving legislatures with limited input. Another of its weaknesses was the
multitude of federal programs in human resource development operating under the system. Critics of JTPA referred
to it as a series of "funding streams”, each generating its own bureaucratic structure and each replicating its service
delivery processes at the state administrative level. A series of Government Accounting Office reports in 1994
found more than 100 of such programs in existence.

The policy discussions of the last four years focused on amending JTPA, adult education, literacy and vocational
rehabilitation to promote consolidation and to address:
o Encouraging a stronger state role in the integration of programs into the states’ overall human resource
policy.
e Recognizing that labor markets were not necessarily limited to areas of 200,000 population.
o Redefining the sub-state system of service delivery areas and PICs into work force development areas and
work force development boards.



e Requiring local boards to develop a one-stop delivery system integrating job search, work preparation and
career development services.

o Offering states waiver authority from federal administrative regulation.

e Developing an accountability system based on program performance and state standards.

e Offering clients a choice of training providers by screening providers, evaluating performance and
publishing results.

The Workforce Investment Act is the latest step in a 40-year process that began with direct federal intervention
and has moved inexorably toward federally funded but state administered programs. Furthermore, the act requires
reauthorization in five years (instead of JTPA’s permanent authorization), guaranteeing that there will be continued

discussion of flexible state block grants.

Legislatures will find progress made toward re-establishing their constitutional role in state policy formation. The
training dollars in the legislation must now be appropriated by the legislature. In states where the executive branch
administered the programs unilaterally, this means that a deliberate and open discussion in the legislature regarding
program operation and implementation can occur.

Legislative leaders will appoint two members from each chamber to serve on the state board that initially usurped
legislative authority for policy determination (known in most states as the Human Resource Investment Council)
rather than allowing the governor unilateral authority to make those appointments. Those legislatures that have
already passed sweeping state reforms in the operation of the training system will be gratified to find their actions
grandfathered by the federal law.

The following side-by-side chart, as developed by NCSL, highlights the major victories won for state legislatures
in the new law and contrasts each point with the parallel provisions in the now obsolete work force legislation. Our



analysis is narrowly focused on how provisions in the bill affect state legislatures, but other breakdowns of the bill

offer a broader view of the new work force legislation:
e The summary and analysis composed by the National Governor's Association attends to the various ways in

which states are affected by the provisions of this bill. \{)
e For a thorough review of PL 105-220, we recommend the Department of Labor's generic side-by-side chart, =

which highlights the major points of the bill.
e For information on what other legislatures have done to dovetail federally funded programs with state policy,

please see NCSL Legisbrief Vol. 6, #20, Workforce Development Reform, April-May 1998.

Key provisions in Public Law 105-220 Affecting State Legislatures

Provision Current Law Workforce Investment
Act of 1998 (WIA)
(P.L. 105-220)
Schaffer/Woolsey (Brown) No such language Sec. 191 (a), State
Amendment Language Legislative Authority.

State legislatures must
appropriate any federal
monies or block grants for
work force-related
programs granted under
this law. By influencing
the appropriations process,
this clause gives
legislatures the authority to
establish priorities, direct
programs and otherwise
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influence the
implementation of
rograms and services.

Appointment of Human
Resource Council
Members

Representative(s) of
legislature are appointed
by governor.

Sec.111, State Work Force
Investment Boards
Membership must include
two members of each
[hamber of the state

legislature, to be appointed
y the presiding officers of
leach chamber.

State Unified Plans

N/A

Sec. 501, State Unified
Plan

States may submit a
unified plan for secondary
vocational educational and
related activities, if and
lonly if the legislature has
approved the plan.

School-to-Work Language

N/A

Sec. 129, Use of Funds for
Youth Activities
Funds allocated under this
legislation cannot be used

to fund school-to-work
activities, unless potential

|participants are eligible to
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receive funds under the
terms of this act.

Grandfathering

N/A

Title I, Subtitle E
State laws regarding
service delivery area
|designation, as well as
sanctions, state councils
(HRIC) and local board

omposition, will remain
in effect for a five-year
period if they
"substantially" meet
Irequirements of the new

act and were enacted
[before Dec. 31, 1997.

Waivers

FY '96, '97 and '98
appropriations grant
secretary general waiver
authority over JTPA with
certain limitations. States
request and secretary
grants waiver for
maximum of one year.

Title I, Subtitle E
Includes waiver authority
similar to existing
appropriations language
but extends waiver for the
full five-year authorization
period.

Workflex

A maximum of six states
may waive the
requirements of certain

Sec. 192, Work Force
Flexibility Plans
All states are now eligible
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sections of the Job
Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) and the Wagner-

Peyser Act (P.L.104-208).

(Authorized under
appropriations language)

for workflex. States can
waive certain provisions of
Title I of this act, the
Wagner-Peyser Act and
the senior community
service employment
program.
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U. S. Department of Labor
Employmeat and Training Administration
PY 1999 State Allotments
JTPA I-A JTPALI-B JTPAII-C JTPA D Wagner-Peyser

Adult Summer Youth Dislocated Employment
State Training Youth Training Workers (Formula) Service®
Towal .. ...... P $£955.000,000 . ... S871.000,000 .. .. $129,965.000 ... §1,405.510,000 ... $761,733.000
SuteTouml S E PR paiets 9£2.468,389 . . ... 853,710,021 . . ... 129,620,476 . ... 1.124.408,000 . ... 741.922.032
Alabama ... --..cccieeaines 13,332,002 11,932,425 . ... . 1,811,480 ...... 11.310,449 . ... 10,822,959
Alaska . .- - oo .- e sa e 3,372,802 ...... 3,0354%0 ........ 460,889 ....... 6,053,763 ..... 8,084,754
AfiZO02 . .« - - .- s nrac e 14,833,378 . ... .- 13,567.322 .......2.060031 ....... 9,383,103 .... 11,167,298
Arkansas . ... ... cee-rimean- 9.598,305 ... B.895361 ....... 1305080 ...... 10,872.546 ..... 6,356,804
California - - - - . . A — 183202942 .. ... 141.437.904 . ... .. 21475277 ... 252,751.353 . ... 38.807.536
Colorado .. ...... G BT ¥ 6401920 ...-.. $§661874 ........ §5D.686 .. ..6,515.138 ..... 9,935,372
Connecticut e 3 % EEnG e PEwEE 8360632 ...... 7432004 ....... 1,128459 ...... 10,137.244 ... .. 8,825,777
Delaware . ...oveeecennnn e SIBLITL .- 2034275 .- i m 324081 ....... 1.730,577 ..... 2,077.382
Dismict of Columbia ... ... ... e, 4409902 ... ... 3,914,580 ....... L. 594372 ... ... 9,278,408 ... .. 3.580.609
Florida .. .--:-cevemnaaronn 41,604,521 ... ... 35,905,728 ...... . 5451760 ...... 37,376,186 .. 15941714
GeoTpid + .- - - e .. 19,308,691 ...... 17.530.482 .. ..... 2661747 ...... 17.327.420 . 12,003,459
Hawal - ---cccncnonnnnennnn 5467505 ..... . 4707326 ... 0 714,739 . ...... 0203,634 ..... 3,231,635
Idaho .. .o i i iine it 4043,134 ...... 369380 ........ 560,859 ....... 5,142,284 ... .. 6,736,039
Dlipois . .. ... wopmie 5 SR B D 38,887,986 ...... 35.053,186 .. ... .. 5302313 ...... 33,944,834 . 30,923.129
INAiETE . . v - v v e e am e e e 11,790,620 . ..... 10,630,568 . ... ... 1,613,843 ....... 9,999,244 14.568,915
Jowd ..o -cv-ccaan s 3,583969 ...... 3,146,779 .. .. ..., 471724 ....... 4,603.653 ..... 7,129,839
Kansas ... .- niean Gy & s 3,769,137 ... ... 3320937 ........ 503.570 ....... 5,107.811 . .... 6,470,824
Kennacky . .--.---.-. S e 15779990 ...... 13,651,535 . . ..... 2.072.786 ...... 10,071.794 . .... 9,832,744
LouisiaBd .-« .- - ccvuvonmnnns 20,163,665 L. 18,225391 .. ..... 2.767.259 ...... 25,508,779 10,942.496
Maine .. ....... it 8 G e e 4008359 ...... 3,590.727 i Wi 545,199 ....... 4094,611 ..... 4,005,859
Maryland . . .. 15,134,882 . ..... 13306982 ....... 2,020,471 ...... 19,792,477 . ... 14,006,594
Massachusells . . v oo - v - vnon- 13941489 ...... 12.807.299 ... .... 1,897283 ...... 13,467,578 . ... 15,948,373
Michigan ... .. 4 AR e 25.413,403 ...... 23,367,689 .......3,548042 ...... 21,366,758 .... 24,343,814
MITNESOE ¢ - v e esmmmanansis 8,691,343 ... ... 7,768,157 . . ..... 1.179499 ....... 8,482,964 ..., 11,874,026
Mississippl . - - - - - e 12,018,011 ...... 11,462,863 ....... 1740468 ...... 1413987 ..... 6,663,000
Missourl - .. - --i i eaan 15,336,859 ......13.520219 ... .... 2,052,847 ...... 13.857.280 .... 13,908,360
MODTADN - - - - o v vrnaancevnns 3,637993 ...... 3,090,522 ........ 469,251 ....... 4870006 ..... 5,504,726
Nebraska ......¢00ccoveecnn- 2381171 ...... 2,134.275 sav iy 324081 i 1,997.095 ..... 6,615,599
Nevada . ... ienvemveeeennnn 3.965.677 ...... 3.533846 . ....... 536,571 ....... 3910433 ..... 5,351,173
New Hampshire . . . .. .. ... .. ... 2,381,171 ... ... 2134275 ... ... 324081 ....... 1.583.448 ..... 2,996,307
Newlersey . - - ... ..cnvvvanns 25,982,597 ... ... 22,873.2714 ... .... 3473025 ..... . 36,304,389 . 21.606.939
New Mexico ... ...... W B 9044618 ... ... 8.188970 . ... ... 1,243375 ...... 14447813 ... .. 6,177,271
New York ........... e . 81,712,524 ...... 75,689,765 ... ... 11,492,384 .. 141,469,827 . 48,004,407
North Carolitlh . ccons covnn s o 14,997,078 ... .. . 13,161,957 . 1998451 ...... 14,354,831 . 17,779,938
NorhDakota ........0------- 3381171 . ..... 2134275 ........ 324,051 .o oes 791,223 ..... 5,605,458
Ohin ;. « e s x winiEeE P 38,240,041 . .....34,106605 ....... 5.178,589 . 28,150,483 . ... 128,144,557
Oklahboma ....... A — 79340682 ...... 6.900,130 . .. .... 1,047,682 ....... 6,881.200 ..... 8,445,581
OIEgon ... .onvscannnonnn- 12070623 ...... 10,688,488 . . ..... l.622.891 ...... 17.668.368 ..... 9,245,584
Ponnsylvamia . ... -av--opmnnn 38,242,301 . ,33,102.886 ..... .. 5,026,189 ...... 36.655.932 . ... 30,462,091
Puero RICO ... cvwoeeiann £3,146,634 . ... .. 47,284 809 71719520 ...... 82.314.462 . 10,717,138
Rhadelsland . ... -« - - i vivnaot 2768365 ...... 2403932 ........ 364376 . ... ... 3851636 ..... 2,672,845
SouthCarolima ............ .. 13,026,517 ...... 11.670,016 . ....-. 1,TIN949 ....... 8.163,435 ..... 9,455.919
South Dakota il E SEEEE & 2,381,171 .. ... 2.134275 .. ...... 324051 ........ 986,630 ..... 5,180,731
Tennessee .. ... - .- S—— 20234920 ...... 17,821,862 . . ..... 2,705.989 ...... 14,120,459 .... 13,847,114
TORAN ... ¢ st & SwaEies st 78467213 ......73,027.703 . ..... 11.088,188 .. 76819227 ... 0.915.2¢
Uh .0 cv s cvananmncnncnans 23BLIATL - cwieis w 23829 . ....... 361.8l¢ . ...... 3,229.3%0 .... 10,783,901
Vermonl . .. ecoceeacenceas .. 238,171 ...... 2,134275 .. .....- 324,051 ....... 1.391.491 ..... 2,426,951
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State Legislatures Drive Workforce Development Reform
By Tracy Schmidt

Remember when you were 16 and anxious to drive? What did you do when your father
handed you the keys to the car? Did you toss them out the window? No, of course not.
You said thanks, ran out the door and revved up that engine. Usudally in life, we are just as

anxious to be in the driver’s seat.

With the 1998 passage of the federal
Workforce Investment Act (WIA), Congress
handed state legislatures the keys for driving
their workforce development system. The law
allows legislative leaders fo appoint lawmak-
ers to the state workforce board, gives legisla-
fures the appropriating authority for all frain-
ing funds, and permits legislators to approve
the inclusion of vocational education funds
with fraining money. Some legislatures have
already goften behind the wheel, while
others are still in the back seat being taken for
aride.

Although there are only three references for
state legislative action in the act, lawmakers
can codify as much of the new workforce
structure as they would like and put their mark
on the system by going further than the
federal law.

The act states that legislative leadership will
appoint four legislators to serve on the state
workforce investment board (WIB) that devel-
ops a five-year strategic plan to meet the
needs of employers and employees. Thisis a
valuable connection between the legislature
and planning for the state workforce system.
It is imperative that legislators know and
understand what transpires in the state
workforce investment board because the
legislature must also appropriate all federal
training money. Legislatures should not be
snookered into inaction because the state

State Workforce Investment Boards

»Make recommendations to governor for a 5-
year strategic plan that will:
* describe statewide workforce development
activities.
» explain how the act's requirements will be
implemented.
* outline how special populations will be served.
» detail how local employment service activities fit
into the new service delivery structure.
»Develop a statewide workforce system and a
labor market information system.
»Encourage continuous improvement by sefting
state benchmarks within federal performance
measures.
»Monitor statewide activities, including the
establishment of a common data collection
and reporting process.

Local Workforce Investment Boards

»Plan and oversee the local system (that will be
approved by the governor).

»Designate “one-stop” operators.

»ldentify providers of training services.

»Monitor system performance against perfor-
mance measures.

»Negotiate local performance measures.
»Help develop a labor market information

system.
I

Local Youth Councils

»Develop parts of the local plan relating to
youth
»Recommend providers of youth services

» Coordinate local youth programs and initiatives

Source: Department of Labor, 1999.
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may lose the right to grandfather their system, especially since in many cases, prior
executive orders do not constitute whole system reform.

State Actions
Nineteen legislatures passed laws (and one resolution) in their 1999 sessions relating fo
the federal act. Some legislatures made superficial changes. Others took the lead on
system reform by not only codifying the workforce development structure laid out in
the WIA, but also putting their stamp on the system.

Since legislatures have the right o appropriate fraining funds, they have the influence
to direct federal money like never before. One prime example of directing local policy
with federal dollars is in Florida. The Florida Legislature earmarked 10 percent of WIA
youth funds to the local boards for performance payments to public schools’ dropout
prevention programs. Another legislative priority, fraining of low-wage workers for
advancement (or incumbent worker training), will receive 5 percent of the 15 percent
funds that remain at the state level.

In addition to appointing legislators and appropriating federal fraining money, legisla-
tures must also approve the inclusion of secondary vocational funds if it’s the state’s
intent to make vocational education part of the workforce development systemn.

Florida, Indiana and Wyoming were the only states in the survey that approved this
inclusion.

Arkansas, Hawaii, Indiana, North Carolina and Cregon listed in detail the structural
changes to their workforce system based on the federal law. Stafes can also go be-
yond the federal guidelines when establishing their system, as did some of these states.
Arkansas incorporated the WIA femplate into their overall workforce system, which
included numerous provisions to keep the General Assembly informed of state board
actions and recommendations. Arkansas’ law also allows one legislative appointment
to the state WIB from the women’s caucus as well as the black caucus. Indiana cre-
ated local incumbent worker councils to develop a plan to be incorporated info the
regional plan, much like the youth councils that are mandated in WIA. North Carolina
established an employment and fraining grant program to dole out federal funds to
locals based on the WIA funding formula. Presumably, this should make appropriating
the federal funds easier. Oregon’s legislation encourages communication between
the Legislative Assembly and the state WIB, and mentions that any funds under sections

1-6 of WIA will be appropriated by the legislature. It also allows one-stop services to
include drug and alcohol rehabilitation services.

Some states like Texas and Vermont amended their workforce investment board stat-
ute. Texas’ law now requires the state board to report 1o the Legislature and asked the
board to evaluate the workforce development system as a whole, instead of individual
programs. Vermont's law strengthened its state board by allowing it to examine the
revenues and expenditures of all state agencies with workforce programs. It also

empowers the board fo hold agencies accountable for their annual objectives set by
the board.

State legislatures shouldn’t miss the opportunity to creatively and effectively influence
their workforce policy. All of the previously mentioned laws are excellent examples of
state legislatures in the driver’s sear directing their state’s workforce development
journey.

Contact for More Information
Tracy Schmidf
NCSL—Washington,D.C.
(202) 624-5400
fracy.schmidt@ncsl.org
For a listing of state laws regarding WIA — www.ncsl.org/programs/employ/
wrknot99%.htm

Nineteen
legislatures
passed laws
(and one
resolution) in
their 1999
sessions relating
to the federal
act.

Staftes can also
go beyond the
federal guide-
lines when
establishing
their system.
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Introduction

To maintain a hcalthy economy in the
global market and technology-dnven cnvi-
ronment of this decade and the nexl century,
the Kansas warkforce must be highly skilled
andd intemutivnally competitive, Ta create
and mainwin such a workloree, the stale
must huve a multifaceted human capital
strategy that brings the education, employ-

ment, wuining, and retraining dimensions
into an intcprated, holisic system that is
capable of meeting the evolving needs of
Kansas employers.

There are two basic parts for such a
system, The first is the education and train-
jng that underpins initial cntry of young
Kansans to the world of work. Kcy compo-
nents in this area are world class K through
12 education and an effective system of
school-to-work transition, including tech
prep and other vocational, teclnicsl, and
professional cueer preparation paths. These
areas are outside the scope ol this study.

The second part of the system is employ-
ment and training programs for the existing
workforce, These include employer and pub-
lic funded training and retraining, as well as
adult basic education, which cmbrace those

Kansas Businexy Review

who arc working and those who are not. The
predominau emphasis of federally-manduted
employment and training programs is on the
marginal worklorce, thos¢ who arc uncm-
ployed or under-employed, who are aut of
the labor foree because they are discouraged,
ot who are on U bubble ol ernployment and
unemployment because of skill obsolescence
and other factors.

The focus of this study is on the employ-
ment and (raining programs for the cxisting
workforce. Kansas faces a challenge of
bringing high-wage, and thus high-skill, jobs
o rural as well as urbun arcas. This study
has included rural eommunities in southeast
and western Kansas for several reasons. 1t is
important for rural communitics lo have
highly-skilled workers for firms to be com-
petitive, If urban arcas attract the high-skill
workers with high-wage jobs, rural com-
munities will be left with low-wage jobs that
compete in global markets with low wages
rather than high skills. Incomes are already
lower in rural communities, so rural com-
munities need special attention fo ensure that
competition with other countries for jobs
does not lead to lower standards of living.
The outcome would be a state whose nural
areas are poor compared Lo wealthicr urhan
areas.

Under the “wcakest link” theorem, the
more effective the employment and training
system is in responding 1o the needs of rurul
workers and businesses as well as the under-
employed and uncmiployed and -matching
them to employer needs, the greater will be
the overall productivity of Kansas workers
and competitiveness of Kunsas firms, Job
wraining programs are not aboul equily: they
are about increasing the overall skill level of
the workforee so that those who arg
unemployed, under-employed or in vulnes-
able low-skill jobs can receive training
and/or retraining o upgrade their skills.
Many of these people are, with training,

capable of holding high-skill, high-wage
johs. However, a system should also be able .
10 serve the needs of highly-skilled workers
who seek information and services and busi-
nesses who seck training and retraining for
their workers, regardless of their skill level,
While our recommendarions focus upon de-
signing a system that serves the needs of all
workers and businesses, the study concen-
rrates an how employment and training
programs meet the needs of rural workers
and the least-skilled ponion of the work-
force. The purpose of this study is Lo

+ determine if a system exists;

« examine issues of program administration
at the local level;

= examine issues of service availability and
delivery at the local level,

< examine issues of coordination at the
local level; and

» discuss policy options for creating a well-
coordinated workforce education and
training systern.

To dctermine whar exists at the local
level, four area studies were conducted, and
in-depth interviews were administered with
prmogram supervisors and/or service provid-
ers in four tegions: Kansas City, Kansas
metropolitan arca (Johnson and Wyandotte
counties), Southeast Kansas (Bourbon,
Crawford, Montgomery counties), Wichita
area (Sedgwick and Butler countics), and
Westermm  Kansas (Ellis and Graham
counties). Programs included Job Training
Parmership Act (JTPA training and employ-
ment program), KanWork (training pro-
gram), Job Service (job screening and job
placement program), Unemployment Insur-
ance (Ul insurance program), Adult Basic
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Table 1
Program History: Orlgin, Funding, Misslon
Funding
Program Origin Source Misslon/Objective
JTPA US Congress Federal Prepare youlh & young adults tacing serious barriers
- to employmient by providing job training & other
sorvices that will result in increased employment/
sarnings/skills.
KanWork KS Legislature State with tederal Help needy families with children obtain education,
(JOBS) (US Congress) match training & employment that will help them avoid long
(approx.60%) term welfare dependence. Maka long-term investmenls
In hinian capital, maximize the effectiveness of public
rasources, empowar indlviduals/ famllles 1o move
loward sell-sufficiency, reduce dependence on public
assistance as a way of life.
Job Sarvice Federal Federal Provide & facilitate quality employment & related
Wagner- sefvices responsive to the needs of the people of the
Peyser Acl stale
Unemploymentl US Cangress Ul tax Use federai unemployment reserves (laxes levied
Insurance against state employers) o bensfit the unemployed.
Adult Basic US Cungress Federal & Improve educallon opportunities for adults lacking
Educalion slate malch level of llteracy requisite to effective cilizenship &
productive emplayment, lo expaid lhe syslem for
delivering adult basic educatlon.
KIT/KIR KS State Foeus an the specific training needs of businass &
Legislature (EDIF) industry 1o encourage job creation & retention with the
added benelil of workforce skill development.
Cducation (ABE  training  program), has never been designed; rather, what exists KanWark as well as rnany other adults.
Comununity  Colleges  andfor  Area is almest an eclectic set of independent ABEs differ somewhat from JTPA and

Vocational and Technical Schools (AVTS
training programs), and business leaders or
Chiwunber of Commerce. Key administrators
within stafe agencies were also interviewed.
Topics focused upon during inlcrvicws -
cluded inlakec, asscssment, services pru-
vided, job placeient, inter-program coor-
dination. co-location, geographic jurisdic-
tion, and business input.

Findings

The state of Kansas has many state and
tederally funded and administercd workforce
training and employment-related programs:
however, Kansas does not have a workforce
cmployment and wraining system. A system

Kansuy Business Revigw

programs. The resulting pafchwork ol pro-
grams, while meeting thc requirements of
the initial legislation, creales real barmers o
those who need Lraining o compete for a
job, 1o keep their job, or lind a betier job.

Program History

‘I'able 1 outlines the mission of each pro-
gram and shows how thal program origin-
awed through separate legisiation.' Funding
also comes from federal or a combinution of
federal and state funds. JIPA, KanWork,
and ABL focus upon gaining for individuals.
Euch wrgets a ditlerent population, but there
is overlup. JTPA may serve clients who also
qualify for the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) program, and
ABEs may scrve clients of JTPA and

(]

KanWork in the exclusive focus upon devel-
opment of basic literacy and computational
and cornrnunication skills, ‘F'echnical training
is not included in their scrvices, Ul pro-
grams {ocus exclusively upon the scarch for
cmployment and providing maintenance
support during that process.

Kansas  Industrial  Training/Kansas
Industrial Rctraining (KT1'1/KIR) focuses
upon training nceds of business and industry
rather than upon the needs of the individual:
the only program with this focus, About 75
pereent of the contracts fund training for
eXisling companies and the remaining 25
pereent funds prujects for new industries.

* The program is market driven: funds go o

those who apply. Applications come from
urban and rural compunics. Applicants arc
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Table 2
Program Administrative Structure

Program Federal
JTPA US Daept. of Labor
KanWark US Dept. ot Health

& Human Services
Job Service US Dept. of Labor
Unemployment US Daept. of Labor
Insurance
Adult Basic US Dept. of Education
Education
KIT/KIR none

Agency Responsibie:
Slate

KS Dept. of Human Resources
& KS Council on Employment &
Training ’

KS Depl. of Social &
Rehabilitative Services

KS Dept. of Human Resources,
Division of Employment &
Training Services

KS Dept. of Human Resourcas,
Divislon of Employment
Security

Board of Education, Community
Colleges & Community Education
Team

KS Depl. of Cammerce & Housing,
Mgr. for Worktorce Training In the
Industrial Development Divisian

Reglonal

5 SDAs (Service Delivery Areas)
administered by KDHR (Hays &
Pittsburg), PICs (Topeka,
Kansas City) & Cily of Wichlta.
12 management areas of one to
25 counlies

32 offices across the siatg

7 district offices and 30 itinerant
locations

39 adult education centers
across the siate

none

recruited through communily colleges,
AVTSs, and Chamber of Commerce
colnections, In FY 1994, approximately 55
percent of firms receiving KIT/KIR funds
were located in rural communities. While the
program is very useful and many firms
would like 1o use iL, sufficicnt funding is not
available to meet the needs. For example,
KIR funds arc now awarded ovn a
competitive basis. During the first and
second round of comnpetition for 'Y 1995
funds, 18 proposals were received and nine
were funded. The (otal amount awarded was
$350,000 out of a polendal $1,991,902 (50
pereent of the costs for all I8 training
projects). Clearly there is a large need for
refraining ol employecs by existing Kansas
firms, and a very small amount of srate
assistance is available o help defray those
costs. Those who sdminister this program
constuntly lace the task of "making
companies feel happy about getting fewer
dollars.”

Kansas Buxiness Review

Administrative Structure
Frapmented administration results in frag-

Co-location is not an antomatic solution to
coordination  problems:  administrative

mented services. Programs are not able (o
provide coordinated information and ser-
vices lor job scekers: they are administered
by diflervnt agencies at the federal level, and
by different agencics or dilferent parts of the
sanc agency at the state level (Table 2), By
the time regional administrative lincs are
added. the organizational picture becomes
very complicated, having scnous implica-
tions for service delivery.

Complicated  administrative  structures
creale extra burdens for service praviders
and their clients. Programs reguire clients tw
make nultiple cntries into the system to
obtain the varjous services needed, placing
an cxtra burden upon people least likely 1o
be able 1o cope. ‘T'o support these clienrs,
scrvice providers have gone to grear lengths
lo network across state and conununity level
programs (v cstablish interagency contacts
and referral procedures.

chains of command can quickly overshadow
any advantages gained. Lor example, in
Kansas City, Kansas, Ul oflices are co-
located. cach occupying half of the space of
vne building. Howcver, each program has a
different local manager who answers 1o 1
differcnt  division within the Kuansas
Department of Human Resources (Table 2).
This administrative structure leads 10 very
separate vperations for these two programs,
with Title coordination occurring and no
sharing of clicnt data through coninon in-
luke procedures.

Barriers (o Coordination of Services
The system is poised and intercsied in
coordination ol services. Sornc initial steps
toward coordination have occurred across
agencies, For example, coordination occurs
between JTPA (Kunsas Depamment of
Human Resources [KDHRY) and KanWork

Vol 18, No. 1 Spring 1995

a3



Jjniv 0T Kansas I EL

NO .9102-004~20000

Figure 1

Geographical Boundary Discrepencies Across Programs:

Southeast Kansas
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L= Service Delivery Area
(Jobs Training Parinership)

L — Service Delivery Area
{(Unemployment Insurance)

{Social and Rehabilitation Services) in clicnt
referral and usc of the Kansas Competency
test. Stall are willing 1o coordinate across
programs and, in some regions, there are
many examples of staff initiatives toward
hetter coordination of scrvices. However,
many bariers exist which make coordination
very difticult.

Gengraphic Boundaries. Cwordination
dilficultics exist within agencies (e.g.,
KDHR) as well as across agencies. The
patchwork metaphor becomes especially
vivid when considering the geographic
boundaries that constrain the administration
and delivery ol services al the regional level.
As presented in Table 2, the state is divided
into as many as 39 areas (ABFE) and as few
as five arcas (JTPA) for regional manage-
menr and delivery of services. These regions

Kansay RBusinesy Keview

often vverlap bul rarcly coincide cxactly.
Fiigure 1 illustrates how the areas served by
rwo programs, JTPA (area outlined by solid
black linc) and Unemployment Insurance
(arca outlined by broken gray line), differ in
southeast Kansas, where Service Delivery
Area (SPPA) V administers the JTPA pro-
gram. Rcgional boundaries of SDA V
(JTPA) coincide wirh those of Jobh Service,
serving 17 countics (Lyon, Miami, Colfey.
Anderson, Linn, Greenwood, Woodson,
Allen, Bourbon, Elk, Wilson, Ncosho,
Crawford, Chautauqua,  Monlgomery,
Labctie, Chervkee). Job Service subdivides
SDA V into six areas, with offices in
Emporia (Lyon. Miami, Coffey, Anderson,
Greenwood), Chanute (Wondson, Allen,
Ncosho), Pittsburg (Linn.  Bourbon,
Crawford, (Cherokee), Independence (Elk,

pak L& MNMUaWLL T .

Wilson, and nonhem half of Mnnlgomcry
counly), Colleyville  (Chautsuqua  and
southern hall of Montgomery county), and
Parsons (Labertte). Areas served by Ul and
Job Serviee are not identical. The 11-county
area (Woodson, Allen, Bourbon, Elk,
Wilson, Neosho, Crawford, Chautaugua,
Montgomery, Labette, and Cherokec) served
by the Piushurg Unemployment Insurance
district office in this region s slightly
smaller, even though Job Service and Unem-
ployment Insurance are both administered by
the Department of Human Resources,
ltinerant locations for Ul include Chanute,
Parsons, Independence, and Coffeyville,
Each program scrves a geographic arca
that overlaps with, bul is rarely identical
with, areas served by other programs, even
when program stafT are co-located. Luck ol
duplication of regions for administrarive pur-
poses makes close coordination and co-
operation among programs very diflicult,
especially where rural areas must be served,
Intake Procedurcs. Because many com-
monalilics exisl aUToss Programs, commaon
intake could and should occur. All programs
collect very similar personal information
(name, address, social security number,
ctc.). When asked whether using a common
intake proccdurc across programs madc
sense, service providers always apgreed, but
when asked why it was nol being done, a
commaon list of barriers emerged (1able 3).
Commitices which have tried to create com-
mon intake forms have nol been able to
overcome barriers. Agencies and programs
collect the information they need in the form
that they need it often becausce they use dif-
ferent delinitions or language when asking
intake questions, Compurer incompatibilities
or lack of computer networks compound the
prablem, Add to this the history of separa-
tion and diffcrent adminisirarive channels,
and coordinated intake seems not o happen.
Most of these barriers would require pol-
itical will and commiiment 0 overcome
them. All agencics would have 1o be highly
motivated 1o look for ways (o promoie
common infake despite the need 1o collect
diflerent information for administrative pur-
poses, despite diflerences in funding sources
and differences in program focus. It would
ke time and commitment 1o work out how

Voal. 18 No. 3 Spring 1995
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Table 3
Barriers to Common Intake

= Need 10 collec! specific information for documentation or administrative purposes

or to meel taderal requiremenls

- Securily of data (i.e., confidentiality of infarmation)

« Diflerences In delinition of terms or language used when asking inlake quastions

= Lack ol compuler networks; computer incompatibilities

= Past history of separation; turf issues
- Dilterences in unding sources
= Diflerent administrative channels

= Lack of lunds o cross train staff

« Long or mid term vs. short term focus on Iraining and employability needs

1o collect the information needed by multiple
programs. It would then take money to build
the computer network needed to store intake
data and to pass information between pro-
grams, It would also take money to train staff
to use the system.

Coa-location. Coordinarion is cenainly dil-
ficult when programs are nal co-located;
however, co-location is nor sufficient for
eoardination to accur, Ilaving programs lo-
caded in the sanc building is a positive step
but not sufficient when rhose programs
continue W operate separilely. For examnple,
when Jab Service and  Uncemployment
Insurance (UT) oftices are co-localed, cach
program has a different local manager, wlo
answers to a diflerent division within the
Kansas Depurtment of Human Resources,
leading to very scparate operations for thesc
two programs, with little coordination oc-
curring and no sharing of client dalu through
cominun intake procedures.

Fmphasis on Program Requirements.
Programs focus on their program require-
menls, oficn o the detriment of the client, as
scrvice providers find it very difficull w0
focus upon long-lerm training and support
service necded by many clients, and they
locus upon shor-term goals instead. “1'url-
dom” prevails in the worst way. If long-term
training needs ure nol addressed, clients will
not heceome sulficiently skilled workers

Kensas Businexs Review

capable of competing lur ecmployment
opportunities,

Training programs developed by separare
legislation and admiinistered by different
agencics result in duplication and Iragmen-
tation ol scrvices,
rationing, ol comprehensive, medium- o
lung-range interventions for those needing
extensive services (o avoid wellare depen-
dence. The services that a client reccives
depend more upon which "door” or program
was cntered first (ulten by chance) than upon
what services that client actually needs. 1t
clients go o JTPA (and mcer eligibility
criteria), raining is provided; if clicnes go 1o
Job Service, they receive job placement ser-
vice in the forrn of job listings; if clients gu
lo an ABE, they reccive basic skill training.

What the clients gel al the "door" or pro-
gram entered may or may nol be appropriatc
ur sufficient to mecert their needs. Unemploy-
ment today is less likcly to be "simple” cycli-
cal unemnployment, people who are "between
Jobs" as a result of business cycles. “Today,
the unemployed arc more likely ra need
extensive training in busic skills as well as
technical skill training, beunuse they lave
skills that are no longer in demand, that are
replaced by technology. or are used hy an
industry that has ceased w cxist or moved.
Within this group of structurally unemploycd
is a subgroup of those who not anly have

and an absence, or

.
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few ou o skills but also face many personal
barricrs o employment (e.g., child care,
mansportation, substance sbuse, elc.). These
persons need extensive services for an cx-
tended period of time in order 1o complete
training nceded to launch them in jobs thar
provide benefits and a living wage. These
arc, in the words ol une service provider,
"vaptnsive people.”

Programs most likely o cncounter these
cxpensive clients arc Job Service, JTPA, and
KanWark. ‘I'i¢ primary service provided by
the latter two prograrns includes truining that
hopefully leuds 1w employmenr (Table 4).
Populations targeted by ITPA are unem-
ployed adults and youth and dislocated
waorkers; KanWark serves parents receiving
AFDC, Both programs can fund training for
one ycar. Before these populations can
compele for goed jobs, they may need Io
improve basic reading und computational
skills, obtain a GED, and also receive rech-
nical skill training, Doing all of this in one
yedr 1s often impossible. Service providers
try to courdinate ellons o ensure: that funds
are used in a way rhal ¢xtends training as
long as possible. In addition, scrvice provid-
ers rcport that they help clients seek other
sources ol funding, such as Pell grants, 1o
pay for long-term training goals that clients
may have, such as obtaining an Associate or
Bachelor degree. However, becuause a coor-
dinated system does not exist, thesc effons
depend upon the commitment and energy of
individual service providers, Thus. differ- -
cnees in level of services received by clients
prubahly varies, Nor can it be assumed that
such courdination and maximizing of re-
suurces occurs in all cases.

Service providers report that they allemnpt
© maximize the cffectivencss of public
resources by referring clients o other pro-
grams as much as possible, but, as with
intake, certdin activilies can be repeated
when clients are referred. ‘The act of maxi-
mizing resources by making  referrals
increases (he probability of duplication or
repetition for the clicnt. While this is less
than ideal from the client’s perspective, it is
also more costly and less cfficient from a
system point of vicw. Besides duplicarion of
services, the absence of a well-designed sys-
Tem increwscs the risk Wil imponant services
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will nut bc offered or that thcy will be
offerad inadequately.

Staff Training. Although stall are very
dedicated, the programs they work [or re-
quirc them to focus upon program-specific
infunnation and program regulations. Their
training fucuses upon compliance with pro-
grum requirements, and staff are rarely
cross-trained in other programs, although
cross training docs occur in some arcas
within the state. Stall also need 1o be trained
tu have a broader perspcclive as carcer
development profcssionals. They should un-
derstand how the labor market functions in
their area, what the barriers to employment
arc, and the interaction between labor mar-
kets and barriers to employment to cnable
them to think in terms of how clients fit into
the labor market and what it takes to prepare
thern to enter and survive in it

Duplicanion of Servicey, Table 5 presents
a list of services pravided directly ur through
referral (R) o other programs. Massive
duplication exists, especially in the area of
client intake and placement, Duplication also
cxists in assessmenl and career planning.
Because of duplication, limited resources are
used inefficiently.

Accessing Services. Programs are not cli-
ent or customer orienied. The primary stake-
holders arc federal and state agencics, not
uncinpluyed and/or disadvantaged persons
and employers. The clicnts receive whalever
services they first access. For example, if
they go to Job Service, they get placcment
services even (hough taining may be what is
really needced first.

Where 10 go o access employment and
training services in Kansys is not an easy
questiun to answer for many becausc there is
no easily-identificd and broadly-recognized
puint of entry for those nceding the services,
An uncmployed person may have no idea
where to stan (o seek information and
assistance; where that person enters the
"swstem” is largely basced upon chance. Cur-
rently, clients learn about and gain access 1o
different services based upon whal they leamn
from [amily and friends and where they enter
the systcin. If they enter ar the Unemplay-
menl Insurance entry point, they will get
unemployment insurance, referral w Job
Scrvice for job listings, but, in most cuascs,

Kanyax Business Review
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Table 4

Emphasis ol Program at the Local Level

Program Primary Primary Population
Service: Served:

JTPA Training for employment Unemployed
adults & youlh,
dislocated
workers

KanWork Support services/lraining AFDC parent

needed 1o become employable

Job Service Employese screening service for Anyone who

business and industry,employee regislers

refsrral 1o job openings
Unemployment Distribution of unemployment Those who have
Insurance insurance lunds wage credits, &

Adult Basic

Instruction below the college

have justitiable job
fermination, are
able to work

Adulis living in
Kansas

Education level in reading, writing,
cemputation, parenting,
GED preparation, ESL
KIT/KIR

Tralning for businesses which

KS businesses

will create or retain jobs

no assessmenl or training. It they enter at
ITPA or KanWork, they are more likely (o
gecess wraining but may not be referred lo
Job Service if placement services are avail-
able at their particular JTPA or KanWork
site. Thus, the door a clicnt opens may or
may not lead to other “doors" or scrvices
needed. As illustrated in Figure 2, each and
cvery intake is a new and diflerent adven-
ture, rather than a smooth progression
through various levels of service.

Needs Assessment. Asscssment of client
employment and training heeds is cither non-
existent ur weak. Assessment is a kcy com-
ponent to determining what services and
training are needed, und most programs do
some sort of assessment. There is, however,
a fundamental diffcrence in the way educa-
tional institutions and job programs view

(JTPA, KanWork, ABE) have settled upon
usc of the Kansas Competency Test that es-
tablishes a grade level result. This quickly

establishes minimum job placement infor-
mation required by employers, The 1est is
workplace oriented. While ABE programs
are required to use the Kansas Competency
Test, some find that they must also use other
lests that are more sensitive or comprehen-
sive enough to pinpeint educational needs:
thus, the Kansas Compcetency Test is not suf-
licient for cffective assessiment of training
needs.

Assessment, combined with client job/
carcer planning, drives case managers' de-
cisions regarding client training and support
needs. Incomplete client assessment infor-
mation creates a weak link in the effective-
ness of services. Like intke, the type of
assessment nceded diflers across clients and
across progriums, Currently, assessiment does
not always accurately disgnosc client train-

. ing needs; rathcr, it focuses upon document-

ing program eligibility or obtaining job
placement (e.g., grade level) data, This
meets the clicnts’ and programs' short-tenm

Vel. 18, Nio. 3 Spring 1995
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Table 5
Services Provided Directly (in House) or Through Referrals (R)
to All Clients
Service Service KAN- JOB
Calegory: Provided: JTPA WORK SERVICE Ul ABE
Assessmen!  Formal assassiment Yes Yes™ & No No Yes**
ol academic skills (R)
Formal assessment No No No No No
of technical skills
Career Counseling Yes Yes No No Yes
Planning
Individual plan? Yes Yes No No Yas
Training ABE/GED (R) (R) No No Yos
Skill training (R) (R) No Na (R)
Job Job search training Yes Yes Yes No
Placement (resume prep.,
inlerview skllis, etc)
Woaork habit prep. Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Placement services Yes Yes & Yes (R) (R)
(serving only (R)
program parlicipanls)
Suppon Funds for services Yes & No No (R)
(transporiation, (R)

chlid care, slc.)

* Use Kansas Compatency Tesi only.

** ABEs lend lo use additional assessmenl lools to identity acadamic training needs mora pracisely.

goal of oblaining jobs, bur may nol identily
long-term client needs to obtain a GED or
more advanced technical skill training.
Shiort- and long-rerm needs must be consid-
ered il the system is to meet the challenges
of 10day's job market. Toduy's chronically
unemploycd are likely to be single mothers,
to be functionally illitcrate, have a low 1.Q.,
and/for have no techuicul skills. As one
service provider stated, the educarion defi-
ciws of these clients are so great that they are
literally staning in a hole with many barriers
fu VYCTTOMIC.

Use of Computer Technology. There is
no systematic use of computer technology (o
lacilitate collection and storage of intake
information across programs, (o share clicnt
data across programs. w track client
movement  through programs, and o
improve program accessibility.

Kansas Businesy Review

Program Accessibilily

Program accessibility is an important
issue, especially in rural areas, which are
underserved. Accessibility is difficull, and
rural residents often must travel to a mid-
sized conununity outside their county to
reecive services, Because ol the low volume
of activity in sparscly populated areas, resi-
dents can access services by findimg applica-
tion forms in courthouses or other public
lecations, phone area offices in other towns,
Iry 1o vunncet with itinerant stall as they
travel through an arca, or drive (o a district
or area office. Rural residents do nat get 1o
talk 1o a staff person as readily as an urban
resident does, and they face delays in scr-
vices when forms must be obtained and
refurned by mail. None of the programs
make usc of technology to serve rural

Oct

28,99 15:12 No.002 F N8

communilics Lo case the burden of duecssing
services faced by rural residents.

Rural Strategy

The state Jacks » comprehensive strategy
for serving rural communities, Some rural
conmmumnilies are served by itinerant staff for
some (but not all) programs. while other
communifies are nol. Programs do not make
usc of computer technology (c.g., PCs, net-
working of systems, etc.) (o serve rural
communities,

In rural areas, intennitient workers are
used to stretch services across large regions.
These persons travel from conununity w
comnunity providing seérvices. In some
cases, when intcrmitent workers are una-
vailable, staff from other programs will do
preliminary processing or intakce und sche-
dule appointments for clients so the client
will know when to relumn for services. In
communities where other slaff are not pre-
sent to do preliminary processing, program
information can often be abtained at court-
houses or libraries, completed, and mailed 1o
regional offices for processing. While this
o deliver services 1o
sparsely populated arcas, the patchwork of
prugrams becomes even more difficult for
clients to access because it takes more time
and cffort to access the program service pro-
viders. In some areas aud for some pro-
grams, those interviewed reportcd that cross
“training of stall was donc and worked well
while others reported that lack of funds
made cross raining of staff iinpossible. This
variability may reflect an interaction effect
bectween levels of commitment to client-
friendly, scamless services and Lypes of bar-
riers encountered. Cemainly geographic dis-
lances are issues that cannot be minimized.
When coupled with barriers created by ad-
ministrative chains of command, coordina-
tion may indeed become almost impossible.

syslem  ditempts

Intcrfacing With the Business
Community

Needs of employers and persons currently
in the workforce are not addressed. KIT/KIR
is the only program focused upon these
groups and it is woelully under funded, "The
employment and waining programs are
insufficiently related 10 economic

Vol 18, No. 3 Spring 1995
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Figure 2

Accessing Service: Current Sltuation

Unemployment
Insurance

Open door and
gnler cHice

|

Complete inlake
lorm

Job Service

Qpen door and
anler office

)

Compisie inlake
form

JPTA

Open door and
enier office

|

Complete intake
form

ABE

Open door and
enter oflice

l

Complels Intaka
lorm

:

KanWork

Open door and
enter office

|

Complete inake
form*

Racslve sefvices Raceive job Ralerred lo —— Training «———-— Relarred to
il gligible listings training provided training
l l program (1 yr.) programs
Ratarred lo Placement Placemenl Placamaent
Job Sarvice sUIvicy sgTVicy service
provided provided pravided

= All 5RS clicnts currendly cnter through anc common SRS intake procedurc. Those wha meet pmgriaim urilenn
arc automaltically referred tn KanWark and rccords transferred electraically-- i1 there is 4 KanWork progrum
serving that area of the state, In areas of the stale where it is available, KanWork cinnol pruvide services to all

wha are eligible for the progam.

development efforts within communities and
are not connected with community cconomic
development stralegies and efforts.

Meeting the Needs:
Conceptualization of a System

Does Lhe current set of programs meet the
training and retraining needs of those cur-
rently in and ying o enter the workforce?
The answer 1o that depends upon which side
of tie issue you look at. From the program
point of view the answer would be yes.
People served are trained or provided place-
ment services and, in most cuscs, find
employment. From the client point of view
the answer may be yes or no, depending
upon whether the client was accepied into a
program or languished on a waiting list. The
answer may be yes in the shori-term in that
the client received training and found a jub,
hut the answer may be na if the client does
not succeed in cstablishing long-term em-
ployment and economnic independence.

Programs work best when stafl providing
the scrvices are client driven or focused
upun meeting the long-term needs of the
client. Programs are least effective when

Kansas Business Review

focused solely upon program requirements
with no effort made o cooperate and coor-
dinale with olher programs and scrvice pro-
viders. Creating a sysiem from pre-existing
pieces requires extensive planning, creativ-
ity, and teamwork. But the end result could
provide clients with seamless services (hat
meelt the need for a wide tange of services
for longer periods of time.

To design an employmeni and (raining
sysicm that meets the needs of unemployed
and disadvantaged persons, those currently

" employed, and employers, the system must

be developed based on the following key
principles:

« Focus on goal. The goal of the workforce
employment and (raining sysiem is 1o
contribute to developing a highly skilled
workforee that would enhance employ-
ment opportunities for the workforce and
meet the worktorce needs of employers.

« (lient driven. The definition of "client”
is not limited W dislocated workers but
encompasses  disadvantaged  persons,
those currenty employed who need (o

L28a932 12412 NO.WUs B o'1g

improve skills, and employers who seek
to upgrade their workforce.

+ Local cuntrol, Services and the delivery
of thuse services must be adapted Lo the
unique problems and needs {ound in Jif-
fercnt regions of the state. I.ocal officials
must be empowered (o ailor services o
fit the needs of clients (workers and em-
ployers) in their region. This implics that
local identification of needs, manageinent,
and coordination musr occur.

- Flcxibility and consolidation. The sys-
tem must draw upon resources [rom
various ongins. Programs must be author-
ized, ur able o combine resources to
tailor services to meet client needs. Maxi-
mum flexibility for coordination of the
largest programs must occur lo mect
client needs.

- Evaluation based upon client feed-
hack., To ensure that the dislocaled
worker, disadvantaged person, employec,
or employer is the client and not the fed-
eral or state agency, program and staff
evaluations must be based upon cvalua-
tion of client sarisfaction and subsequent
job history.

Necessary Elements for an
Effective System

i. Establish One-Stop Career Centers.
Co-location alone will not create a coor-
dinated system: the whole sel of prugrams
must be re-engineered. The syslem must do
murc than "coordinate” among programs: it
must focus upon gelting the appropriate
services to clients based upon an assessment
uf client needs. Persons who enter the sys-
tem should receive assessment, information,
and/or training appropriate to their needs,
regardless of where they enter the system.
One-Stop Career Centers would be the visi-
ble point at which those secking employment
and/or Taining information and services con-
1act the system. The Centers would be the
point through which the cmployment and
training system delivers services. The Cen-
ters must be driven by function rather than
structure: intake, asscssment, counseling/

Vol 18, No. 3 Spring 1995
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individual empluyment and training case
management, referral  services, training
services, labor cxchange (Job Service), and
Unemployment Insurance. Swff at One-Stop
Carcer Centers must be cliem locused and
vicw themsclves as a referral and coor-
dination center.

2. Develup informatlon systems for com-
mon intake and information exchange.

Suceess of One-Stop Career Centers will
depend upon a well-designed information
system. Information about all employment
ahd training services should be available no
matter where the client enters the systemn.
Ideally, information and services for all types
of programs would be available at every
lucation or Center. Since One-Stop Career
Centers cannot be localed n cvery luwn,
technalogy can be used to provide accessi-
bility for every county. Computer terminals
located in public places (e.g.. cournthouscs or
librurics) must be networked with each other
and with regional and/or stale administrative
centers. This is essential it intake procedures
are to be srcamlined, client information
shared and moved as clicnts relocate, and if
client histories are to be maintained.

3. Develop a strategy for providing em-
ployment and training services to rural
communltlcs.

Expand current technology fo enhance
services for rural communitics, Use of com-
puter networks placed in public locations,
such as librurics or courthouses, in every
county would enable rural residents 1o ac-
cess informarion and compleie intake formis.
The information system developed to link
satellite offices and computer enminals with
regional centers should experiment with
other ways 1o link the client with infonmaltion
and scrvices. Use of two-way interactive
video would greatly reduce traved for clicnes
and service providers.

4, Design a "scamless" sysiemn where
there are no "wrong" duors.

Currently, where a client enters the sys-
tem dicrates what information and services
arc avadilable, and clients may not always
receive appropriate services, For example, a

clicnt who enters the system at the

Kunyas Business Review
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Unemployment Insuranee office will receive
UT services (if eligible) and be referred to
Job Scrvice, However, thal person’s Ul
benefits may run out before the system
notices that training was needed before that
person could compete for a job, Onc-Stop
Career Centers designed to be referral and
courdination centers would eliminate that
problem through efficiem infurrnation
management, needs assessment, and case
management.

5. Administrative structures must be con-
sistent with the one-stop approach.

Onc-Stop Career Centers cannot provide
"searnless” serviees o clicnts unless the state
administrative struclure is allered. Arca
oftices and local service providers will not
tuke 4 systems approach to service delivery
U Urey repont w different st administratars
for differenr programs within the employ-
ment and training scrvice system. Each pro-
gram cannot have a separale slate admin-
istrator. For example, within the Kanvas
Departiment of Human Resources, the JTPA
Job Service, and Ul programs are managed
under three separate divisions. The Ul pro-
gram nceds o be integrated with Job Service
and JTPA and this must stan with changes in
organization at the state level. While UT and
Job Service are currently co-located art Uie
local level, co-location is not sufficient. Co-
localion does not equal courdination.

Ohther states (e.p., Oregon, Texas) cre-
ated, through legislation, 4 council that co-
ordinates state workforce Iraining and job
placecment programs. Whether Xansas uses
this approach or devclops a different ap-
proach, careful thought must be given to
how jntra- and interagency cooperalion will
he guaranteed. Such high-level cooperation
1S essential 1o ensure cooperation on crirical
issues of common intake, dssessment, inte-
grated informarion systems, as well as
premution and usc of the One-Stop Career
Centers.

6. Reorganize service areas so dilTerences
in geographical boundarics that cur-
rently exist do not impede coordination of
scrvices.

One-Stop Career Centers should he
located to best serve the labor market. In

t
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rurdl arcas where sparse populations make it
impossible 1o have Cenlers in every town,
regional Centers could suppon other local
sites. Local sites could consist of a computer
terminal in a public library, itincrant staff
traveling 1o small towns, or satellite offices
with reduced services. Again, a well de-
signed information system should cnsure that
information regarding the employment and
training system can be easily accessed in all
pans of the state.

7. Stall tralning must eceur ty insure that
stafT skills are consistent with the de-
mands of the Onc-Stop Carcer Centers.
Suff curremtly providing services through
the muny employment and training programs
must be cross trained Lo insurc that they arc
knowledgeable regarding all services avail-
able through Onc-Stop Career Centers.
Training should include (wo components:
inter-program training and labor market
(raining. Inler-program or cross training
would ensure that staff have a working
knowledge of the entire sysiem. Labor
market training would cnsure that statf un-
derstand how the labor markct functions in
their area and the barriers 1o employment
that today’s unemployed face. This will
cnable them o think in terms of how clients
will (it into the labor markcet and what it will
take 10 prepare clients fo enter the labor
market and survive in it for the long term,

8. ABL, GED, Community College und
AYTS programs arc a critical part of the
systemn,

Training institutions know how to train
and should be an important pan of any em-
ployment and training system. Examples of
excellent programs exist, such as Kansas
City Community College's College Prep
Program. ABL programs, which arc the only
programs focused upon preparing clients for
the reading and math skills required in
employment, need support for development
of curricula on functional illiteracy and
teacher training. These programs and institu-
tions must be a strong compunent of the sys-
tem, both in planning the system and as kcy
scrvice providers.
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B KIT/KIR programs are a critical part
of the system.

KIT/KIR programs are (he only oncs
which fucus upon training needs of business
und industry rather than upan those of the
individual. These programs should be an im-
portant pait of the employmenl und training
system and nced to be funded adequately 10
betrer meet the retraining needs of cxisting
businesses.
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KanWork and the Private Sector in Wichita

Robert L. Gustavson

Kobert Gustavsun is Prufessor of Eco-
nomics, Washburn University, Topeka.

Introduction

In 198% the Kansas Legislature enacted
Housc Bill 2644, which created the
KanWork program, whose goul is w help
AFIXC: recipients becomne job ready and self-
reliant.! This act replaced rhe existing Work
Incentive  Program  with  the  Jub
Opponunitics and Basic Skills Program.”
liour counties—HBarton, Finney, Sedgwick
and Shawnee—were designaled 1o establish
pilot programs to provide training and em-
ployment support services. ‘The Kansas

Kansus Business Keview

Deparinent of Social and Rchabilitation
Services (SRS) administers the KanWork
Program. SRS area directors have consid-
erable latitude o develop and administer
local programs designed to meet the needs of
thc community they serve.

This paper examines KanWork clicnts’
participarion ar the Wichita Arca office, in
Sedpwick County, because a unique part of
the Wichita program is the coordinarion of
KanWork programs with the private scctor.
The results presented arc those in action al
the time this article was written.

Mecthodology

‘The SRS central office provided a random
sample of 120 clicnts, taken from a to1al

10

population of 3,602 Sedgwick County cli-
ents who were active participants in Uie
program between November 1992 and June
1993. This study will be limited to an cxam-
ination of the cffeet of the KanWork pro-
gram on single [emales, who comprised 73
percent of the sample.

Clients’ job-readiness is assessed at
initial orientation. A client is job-rcady if she
has cither a high schoul diploma or its
cyuivalency (GED), and has either worked
six of the past 12 months or has a currcnt
skill. Twenty pereent of cliems in the sample
were initially job-ready. KanWork provides
Jjob-readliness activities to help these clients
entcr the labor foree. These activities include
Survival Skills (85), that provide work and
life skills essential for workers, and Ui
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HB 1863
House Research Organization
page 13

Workforce Development

The Senate added as a floor, amendment various provisions consolidating
workforce development programs into a new agency replacing the Texas
Employment Commission. The Senate provisions were retained, with
modifications, by the conference committee. These include the following:

Texas Workforce Commission. A new agency, the Texas Workforce
Commission, based on the Texas Employment Commission (TEC), would
be charged with meeting the business demands for highly skilled labor and
the needs of workers for education and skills training to enhance their
standard of living and the needs of the people making transitions into the
workforce, from public assistance and from the home.

The commission would consolidate more than 20 education and job training
-programs that are now administered by eight state agencies. The
commission would also administer the unemployment compensation
program now under the TEC.

Any reference to the Texas Employment Commission (TEC) would mean
the Texas Workforce Commission; TEC would be zbolished September 1,
1995. All TEC property and staff would transfer to the workforce
commission. The comptroller would study the requirements c¢f the transition



HB 1863
House Research Organization
page 14

and make recommendations to the governor, lieutenant governor and
speaker of the House on an integrated structure for the Texas Workforce
Commission. A transition oversight committee would be created.

The commission would be composed of three members appeinted by the
governor. One member would be a representative of labor, one would be a
representative of employers, and one would represent the public. The
governor would designate the chair of the commission to serve for a two-
year term.

The public member could not be an officer, employee or paid consultant of"
a labor-oriented or employer-oriented trade association. A person required
to register as a lobbyist could not serve as a member of the commission or
act as general counsel to the commission. A member of the commission
could not engage in any other business during the term.

Members of the commission would be appointed for staggered six-year
terms, with one member’s term expiring on February 1 of each odd-
numbered year. If the bill did not take immediate effect (requiring
approval by a two-thirds vote of the membership of each house), the
governor would have to appoint initial members of the commission not
later than December 31, 1995. The commission would be subject to the
Texas Sunset Act, and would be abolished September 1, 1999.

The commission would appoint the executive director to administer the
daily operations of the commission, and the executive director would
appoint an Jrescn"be the duties of a staff. Career-ladder and job-posting
requxrcmen would be imposed.

The workforce commission would not be able to request criminal history
record information, but could request that an applicant for a security
sensitive position provide either a complete set of fingerprints or the
applicant’s complete name, driver’s license number, and social security
number. The executive director could deny employment for a security-
sensitive position to an applicant who fails to provide the requested
fingerprints or information.
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The executive director would also prepare and maintain a written policy
statement to ensure implementation of a program of equal employment
opportunity under which all personnel transactions would be made without
regard to race, color, disability, sex, religion, age, or national origin. The
policy statement would have to be updated annually, reviewed by the
Commission on Human Rights for compliance and delivered to the
Governor’s Office. The Governor’s Office would deliver a biennial report
including information relating to the policy statement, to the Legislature.

Y

The commission would have a division of workforce development and a
division of unemployment compensation. The executive director could
establish additional divisions within the commission for effective
administration. The executive director would appoint the directors of the
divisions of the commission.

Jurlsdiction of division of workforce development. The following job-
training, employment and employment-related educational programs and
functions would be consolidated under the authority of the division:

» adult education programs under Education Code sec. 11.18, and
apprenticeship programs under Chapter 33, and postsecondary vocational
and technical job-training programs that do not lead to licensing,
certification or an assistant degree under Chapters 61, 108, 130 and 135
and Subchapter E, Chapter 88, all currently administered by the Central
Education Agency;

« Human Resources Code programs, inéluding employment incentive
programs under Chapter 31, currently administered by the Texas
Department of Human Services;

» senior citizens employment program under Chapter 101, Texas
Department on Aging;

« the work and family policies program, Chapter 81, Texas Employment
Commission;

» Labor Code programs including job-training programs funded under the
Job Training Partnership Act, Department of Commerce; job counseling

7
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program for displaced homemakers under Chapter 304, and the
Communities in Schools program, Chapter 305, both currently administered
by the Texas Employment Commission; the reintegration of offenders
program, Chapter 306, Texas Employment Commission;

» the inmate employment counseliﬁg program under Government Code sec.
499.051 (f), administered by the Texas Department of Criminal Justice;

« the continuity of care program under Government Code sec. 501.059,
Texas Employment Commission; '

» a literacy program from funds available to the state under Government
Code sec. 481.026, Texas Department of Commerce;

» the employment service, currently administered by the Texas Employment
Commission;

« the community service program under the National and Community
Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Section 12501 et seq.), currently
~ administered by the Governor’s Office;

» the trade adjustment assistance program under Part 2, Subchapter II,
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. Section 2271 et seq.), currently administered
by the Texas Employment Commission;

« the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills program under Part F, Subchapter
IV, Social Security Act (42 USC sec. 682), currently administered by the
Department of Human Services;

+ the food stamp employment and training program authorized under 7 USC
* sec. 2015(d), currently administered by the Department of Human Services;
and

« the function of the State Occupational Information Coordinating
Committee.

The division would also administer the following programs:

¥
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* state programs to enhance the employment opportunities of veterans of
the armed services, including the employment program funded under
Chapters 41 and 42, Title 38, United States Code, currently administered by
the Central Education Agency;

» child care services provided under Chapter 44, Human Resources Code,
currently administered by the Department of Human Services; and

* programs established through federal funding to conduct full service
career development centers and school-to-work transition services.

To the extent permitted under federal law, the division would also
administer the programs funded through the education coordination funds
under Section 123, Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. Section 1533).

Division of workforce development. The executive director would, to the
extent fca51blc under federal law, consolidate the administrative and
programmauc functions of the programs under the authority of the
commission to achieve efficient and effective delivery of services. In
addition, the executive director would administer each program and
implement corresponding federal and state legislation consolidated under
the authority of the commission.

The executive director would also have a number of other duties in the
division, including contracting with local workforce development boards for
program planning and service delivery and designing and administering a
statewide comprehensive labor market information system. The executive
director could obligate funds from the skills development fund in a manner
consistent with the rules adopted by the commission for that program.

The director of the division would have to develop a uniform, statewide
client application and enrollment process to determine an applicant’s
eligibility for workforce training and services funded through the division.

Local workiorce development boards. The director woul<! have to
design and implement a state-local planning process for worl force training
and services under the division. The commission would review the local
workforce training and services plans developed under the Workforce and
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Economic Competitiveness Act, and would make reconimendations to the
state Council on Workforce and Economic Competitiv:ness — the state
workforce development coordinating agency — regarding the
implementation of those plans. The division would provide management
and board development training for all members of local workforce
development boards.

The board would ensure that employment services are provided for persons
seeking employment in the local workforce development area. The board
would have to develop a plan that: '

» assesses the labor market needs of the local workforce development area:
I L

« identifies existing workforce development programs;

» evaluates the effectiveness of existing programs and services;

* sets broad goals and objectives for all workforce development programs
in the local area; and

» establishes an operation component specifying how all of the resources
available from the commission will be used to achieve the goals set.

Before a local workforce development board could be created under the
Workforce and Economic Competitiveness Act, at least three-fourths of the
chief elected officials in the workforce development area who represent
units of general local government would have to agree to the creation of
the board. Members of the local workforce development board could not
be held personally liable unless an act constituted official misconduct,
wilful disregard of the requirements of the bill or gross negligence.

The local workforce development system would be composed of two major
components — an employer services component that provides labor market
information, and an integrated service delivery system composed of a
network of career development centers. Local workforce development
boards would have to establish career development centers accessible to
students and workers. '

-7
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The executive director could delegate all or part of the administration of a
program that is eligible for block grant funding to a local workforce
development board in an area in which a board had been certified and a

local plan approved by the governor or to another appropriate state or local
entity.

Funding. Unless superseded by federal law, the commission could use an
amount not to exceed 20 percent of the funds available to the commission
for workforce training and services to implement state-level responsibilities,
including administration, research and planning, system design and
development and training and technical assistance.

Effective July 1, 1996, the commission would provide through a block
grant process funds available for workforce training and employment
services to certified local workforce development boards with plans
approved by the governor, unless superseded by federal law.
Administrative costs under this section could not exceed 5 percent of the
total amount of funds available to the commission for block grants for
workforce training.

In each area without a certified local workforce development board, the
executive director would have to provide workforce training and services to
the extent allowed by federal law and specify an entity, which could be the
commission, for the performance of employment services in that area.

At least 80 percent of the funds available to the commission for workforce
training would have to be provided to a certified local workforce
development board, or in an area without a certified board or plan, to the
entity specified by the executive director. If a local workforce development
board had been certified and a local plan approved, the funds would be
provided through the block grant process. Unless superseded by federal
law, total administrative costs for local workforce training could not exceed
15 percent of the funds allocated under this subsection.

Block grant funding would not apply to a program under the skills
development fund, the Communities in Schools program, the reintegration
of offenders program, apprenticeship programs, the continuity of care
program or the senior citizens employment program.

{
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For funds that are allocated to the state or its regions through established
formulas, the commission would allocate funds using the same formula.

For funds that are not allocated by formula, the commission would develop
a need-based formula to equitably allocate funds. Contingent on the
availability of funds in any fiscal biennium, the commission could not
allocate to a local workforce development area less tharr 90 percent or more
than 125 percént of the amount received by that area during the preceding
state fiscal biennium. '

Skills Development Fund. The skills development fund would be created
from money in the general revenue fund. Start-up money for colleges
would be available to develop customized training programs for businesses
and trade unions and sponsoring small and medium-sized business networks
and consortiums. Money from the skills development fund cou!d not be
used to pay the traming costs and other related costs of an employer who
relocated the employer’s worksite from one location in this state to another
in-state location.

A public community or technical college could recover customized
assessment and training costs if there was an actual or projected labor
shortage in an occupation that was not being addressed in the area and the
wages at the time of job placement for those who complete the customized
training are equal to the prevailing wage. '

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board would review all
customized training programs biennially to verify that state funds are being
used appropriately.

A statement of purpose would refer to removal of administrative barriers
that impede the response of public community and technical colleges to
industry and workforce training needs and to develop incentives for public
community and technical colleges to provide customized assessment and
training in a timely and efficient manner.

Communities In Schools Program. The Communities in Schools
program, a dropout prevention program, would be revised. In the second
year of the fiscal 1996-1997 biennium, a funding formula would be
implemented for funding that recuced, over a five-year period, the funds
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annually contributed by the state to the current participants. Savings could
then be used to extend participation in the program to additional campuses.

The commissioner of education would, for each year of the fiscal 1996-
1997 biennium, withhold at least $16.3 million of compensatory education
allotments and distribute that amount for the Communities in Schools
program. The commissioner would then reduce each district’s tier-one
allotments appropriately.

Counclil on Workforce and Economic Competitiveness. The
composition of the Council on Workforce and Economic Competitiveness
would be changed. The training and apprenticeship advisory committee
would be created as a standing committee to advise the council on all
matters relating to apprenticeship. However, the State Job Training
Coordinating Council, the Texas Council on Vocational Education, the
Texas Literacy Council and the Apprenticeship and Training Advisory
Committees would be abolished. The council would no longer be a
separate agency but would be attached to the Governor’s Office.

Skill Standards Board. The Texas Skill Standards Board would be created
as an advisory board to the governor and Legislature on the development of
a statewide system of industry-defined and industry-recognized skill
standards and credentials for all major skilled occupations that provide
strong earning opportunities without a baccalaureate degree. The board
would be composed of 11 members appointed by the governor.

Legislative oversight. The Workforce Development Legislative Oversight
Committee would be created, composed of two members of the House of
Representatives and one public member appointed by the speaker of the
House and two members of the Senate and one public member appointed
by the lieutenant governor. The speaker of the House and the lieutenant
governor would appoint the presiding officer on an alternating basis, who
would serve a two-year term. The committee would be subject to sunset
review, and would be abolished September 1, 1999.

The committee would receive information about rules proposed or adopted

by the commission and would review specific recommendations for
legislation proposed by the commission. In addition, the committee would

- o
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monitor the implementation and efficiency of the workforce development
system. To perform its duties, the committee could request reports and
other information from the chair and the executive director of the
commission.

The committee would have to report to the governor, lieutenant governor
and speaker before December 31 of each even-numbered year. The report
would have to include identification of significant problems in the
workforce development system, with recommendations for action, and the
status of the effectiveness of the workforce development system. '



Workforce Amendment to HB 1863
.ﬁTexas Workforce Commission

The Texas Workforce Commission
This Texas Workforce Commission is charged with administering the job training and employment related
programs in Texas.

Membership Of Commission
The Commission is composed of three members appointed by the Govemor representing the following:

Commission members serve six year, staggered terms.

lmunbcrmprwmﬁngmegmalmblic;

1 member representing businesses;
1 member representing labor.

The Govemor designates one of the members to serve as chair every two years. A member may be
redesignated to serve as chair.

Executive Director
The Commission hires the executive director who is responsible for the day-to-day administration of the

agency.

Consolidation of Workforce Programs

The Commission is responsible for administering the following programs at the state level:

Program

The Job Training Parmership Act

The Employment Service Program

Work and Family Policies Program

Employment Counscling Program for
Displaced Homemakers

Job Oppormnities and Basic Skills Program

Food Stamp Employment and Training Program

Appreaticeship Program

Adult Literacy Programs |

Senior Texans t Program

The Inmate Employment Counseling Program
Community Services Programs

The Trade Adjustment Assistance Program

School-to-Waork Programs in Texas
The Texas Skills Development Fund

A R ible
Texas Depariment of Commerce
Texas Employment Commission
Texas Employment Commission

Texas Employment Commission
Texas Department of Human Services
Texas Department of Human Services
Texas Education Agency

Texas Education Agency

Texas Department on Aging

Texas Department of Criminal Justice
Texas Employment Commission
Texas Employment Commizsica
Department of Huoman Sexvices
Texas Employment Commission
Texas Employment Commizsion
Texas Deparument of Comnerce
Texas Education Agency
Department of Human Services
Texas Employment Commissicn
Texas Employment Commissicn
Texas Employment Commissic s
Texas Employment Commissica
Texas Education Agency

Texas Employment Commissica

T- 1
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Budget and Staffing of Texas Workforce Commission
The new agency will receive $1.6 Billion in state and federal funding for the biennium. There are over
6000 employees working in the programs that will be transferred into the new agency.

Other Functions of Agency
mcommisdmmmmmimcmrmnmﬁdaﬁngmdmmmﬂramnimaﬁvcaMmgmmmaﬁc
functions of the programs transferred under the authority of the Commission.

The Commission is responsible for developing a local-state planning process for workforce training and
services in Texas.

The Commission is responsible for developing a plan to ensure client accessibility to workforce programs.

Block Grants to Local Areas of State a :
The Commission is required to block grant down to local arcas of the state where local workforce
dcvclo;me.mboardshavcbccnformcdmlcssthmSO%ofthcﬁmdsthatwmﬂdothcrwiscbespcmby
the agency to provide services to that region. These funds will go to local workforce development boards
created by the chief elected officials in a region. The block grants will begin flowing July 1, 1996.

In areas of the state where local workforce development boards have not been formed, the same amount

ofmoumesﬂmwmﬂdhavcbecnpmvidedinahlodcgmnwinbcspcmbythcagcncytopmvide
services. TthﬁvaiclndusuyCmmcilsinﬂmscmaswhcmboamshavcmtfmmedwillsﬁllcazryom
their JTPA functions, but the commission will be responsible for the delivery of all other services.

Funds from the following programs will be subject to block grants: JTPA, Employment Service, JOBS,
and Food-Stamp Employment and Training.

The Commission is required to come back to the next legislature with recommendations of whether the
programs not part of the block grant should be part of the block grant.

Skills Development Fund

The Skills Development Fund is created to assist with start-up or emergency funds by public community

_ colleges and techmical colleges to develop customized training programs for businesses and the sponsoring
of small and medium-sized business networks. The fund is to be used to assist employers with targeted
training of employees to increase skill levels so that new manufacturing processes may be used and Texas
companies may become globally competitive.

MTnuHigthmmﬁmCmrdimﬁngBoammaﬂmﬁcwmcuﬂmnhwm;pmmsmmmy '

to verify that swte funds arc being used appropriately by community and techmical colleges.

Legislative Oversight Committee
A legislative oversight committee is created. It consists of 6 members, three appointed by the Speaker
and three appointed by the Lieutenant Governor.

T3



HB 1863
Texas Workforce Commrission

page 3

Amendments to Texas Council on Workforce and Economic Competitiveness

The Texas Council on Workforce and Economic Competitiveness, which was created by the 73rd
Legislature, is reduced fram a 42 member Govemor's advisory council with state agency stats to a 20
member Governor's advisory council that is attached administratively to the Governor's Office.

The Council serves as a strategic planner and evaluator of all workforce programs in Texas. The Council
was crealed by merging the following state-level advisory councils: State Job Training Advisory Council,
Job Service Employer Committee, Texas Literacy Council, Texas Council on Vocational Education, Texas
State Occupational Information Coordinating Committee.

The legislation creates the Adult Basic Education and Literacy Advisory Committee as a technical advisory
committee to the Council.

Texas Skill Standards Board . .
The Texas Skill Standards Board is created as an 11 member advisory board o the Governor to help with
the establishment of industry-defined and industry recognized skill standards.

This board will involve industry and employers in setting skill standards for all workforce training
provided in this state. This will ensure that the training Texans receive is that needed by Texas businesses
to be globally competitive. :

The Texas Skill Standards Board consists of 7 members representing business; 2 representing labor; 1

representing secondary education; and 1 representing postsecondary education. All appointments are b
. the Govemnor. | _

The Texas Council on Workforce and Economic Competitiveness provides staff support to the Texas Skill
Standards Board.

Transition Section

The Comptroller of Public Accounts is required to evaluate the programs to be consolidated into the new
agency and recommend to the Governor, the Speaker and the Lieutensnt Governor bow to integrate and -
consolidate the programs and what the organizational structure of the new agency should be. The report
shall be compieted by December 1, 1995.

The Commission shall implement the recommendations contained in the report as practicable.

Between August 31, 1995 and September 30, 1995, the Govemor shall appoint the members of the Texas
Workforce Commission. Upon appointment of these members, the Texas Employment Commission shall
cease to exist. All of the employees and programs of the Texas Employment Commission shall continue
to function as employees of the Texas Employment Commission. The Texas Workforce Commission shall
serve as the goveming board for these programs.

The executive director of the Texas Workforce Commission shall transfer the programs to be transferred
to the new agency by September 1, 1996. The employees of the programs that are being transferred to
the Texas Workforce Commission shall become employees of the new Commission upon the transfer of

their program.

T-14
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A transition oversight committee is created consisting of the following members;

Executive Director of the Texas Workforce Commission;

Agency Administrator of the Texas Employment Commission;

Commissioner of Education; | -

Commissioner of Human Setvices;

Executive Director of Texas Department of Aging;

Executive Director of Texas Department of Commerce:

Representative of the Govemnor;

Representative of the Lieutenant Govemnor; and ' .

qumﬁve_ofﬂr, Speaker.

The transition oversighi committee shali assist the Comptroller in developing the plan on the
organizaﬁmalsuumueofmeagcncymdassisttthommissimins:noomlyca:ryingomthcmiﬁm
of programs required in this Act. '

The Texas Workforce Commission, the Texas Council on Workforce and Economic Competitiveness, the
Smart Jobs Program and the Adult Basic Education Program are up for Sunset Review in 1999,

The Act takes effect September 1, 1995,

-

{
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Kansas Workforce System Review
Briefing Hearings on Workforce Development Policy

3, 2000

provide a line item for upgrading the computer system to

facilitate this new approach and accountability.

data collection, reporting and performance management

Level I: Required Actions I~
Appoint four legislators to the KWIP - legislative leadership of v X Arkansas, Connecticut, Hawaii, Indiana, and Vermont have added <
each chamber appoints two the legislative membership to their state workforce board statute :\_J
based on WIA. X
Appropriate all federal training dollars Oregon reiterated in statute that the legislature would be E
v appropriating all federal training funds. N.C. established a grant 4]
fund Lo more easily manage the appropriating. R {‘\"
Florida used this appropriating power to earmark money to certain =~ g T
legislative priorities. e
Approve the inclusion of secondary vocational funds if it’s the Florida, Indiana and Wyoming approved the inclusion of secondary [T
state’s intent to make vocational education part of the workforce v X vocational funds with the workforce system - =
system Fi Q
Level II: Suggested Actions i
Direct the workforce development system by defining a policy The legislatures of Connecticut, Florida, Texas and Utah all played a il *
vision, i.e., client driven, outcome focused, adaptable, v v & X' | critical role in defining and shaping their workforce development ‘f_\l\
coordinated, locally controlled. policy. gi‘
Decide how much of the state structure you want to set in statute, Arkansas, Hawaii, Indiana, North Carolina, and Oregon listed the “\"i
i.e., directives for the state board, board membership (including structural changes to their workforce system based on WIA.
legislators), local boards and their authority, youth councils, Arkansas incorporated the WIA template into their overall system,
possible local councils for any other specific client group — rural X which included numerous provisions to keep the legislature informed
or hard-to-serve workers, and accountability measures and of the state board actions. Indiana was very thorough in setting its
sanctions. Any or all of the WIA structure can be legislated to structure in statute and created incumbent worker councils in
signal a long-term commitment to reform. addition to the WIA mandated youth councils.
Examine the benefits of consolidating programs on two levels: at States that have merged programs into one agency include Indiana,
the state level by moving programs from the current 5 agencies 10 X? Iowa, Michigan, Tennessee, Texas and Utah. Although Florida
“-l.agency, and at the local level by mandating a consolidation and “reformed their system, programs were not merged into one agency.
coordination of multiple delivery areas.
Level III: Optional Actions
Develop a performance management system with benchmarks, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Maine, Massachusetts, New York, Oregon,
outcome measures and sanctions for poor performance. T 4 Texas, Utah, Washington and Wisconsin all statutorily mandated
that responsibility to the state workforce investment board.
Mandate that the state agency or agencies develop and implement Connecticut, Florida, Iowa, Minnesota, North Carolina, and Utah
an integrated case management system with common intake have all been working toward these goals. In 1999, California
forms and databases and shared assessments. Possibly even v earmarked money for the infrastructure needed to conform to the

requirements under WIA.

! Although the KWTP’s Blueprint does timidly approach this shift in philosophy for the system, the Blueprint also embraces the status quo and the current burcaucracy.

2 The KWIP's Blueprint wants a “virtual organization” through which “a consensus for consolidation may emerge.” (emphasis added) “Rather than focus time and energy now on
how to merge programs,” the KWIP wants the governor to hire a workforce czar Lo oversee the creation of this “virtual organization.”

As for consolidation of delivery areas on the local level, the Blueprint speaks only of bi-state compacts for SDAs, not of harmonizing boundaries across programs.

¥ WIA established a new set of performance measures for all of the federal training programs. WIA strongly urges states to set benchmarks based on these measures.

A . - ) .
unn - Prepared by the National Conference of State Legislatures



LEGISLATIVE SERVICES AGENCY

OFFICE OF FISCAL AND MANAGEMENT ANALYSIS
301 State House
(317) 232-9855

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

LS 7946 DATE PREPARED: Apr 30, 1999
BILL NUMBER: HB 1652 BILL AMENDED: Apr 29, 1999

SUBJECT: Workforce investment system.

FISCAL ANALYST: Beverly Holloway
PHONE NUMBER: 232-9851

FUNDS AFFECTED: X GENERAL IMPACT: State & Local
DEDICATED
FEDERAL

> [>4

Summary of Legislation: (CCR Amended) This bill establishes the Workforce Investment System (System).
It provides that the System is administered by the Department of Workforce Development under a state plan
developed by the State Human Resource Investment Council. This bill sets forth requirements for regional
boards, the one stop service delivery system, and one stop partners. This bill changes the membership of the
State Human Resource Investment Council and it specifies the membership of the regional boards.

This bill removes the $1,500,000 cap on the annual amount of certain penalties deposited into the Special
Employment and Training Fund. It increases the amount of money in the Special Employment and Training
Fund that can be used annually to provide training to participants in certain programs from $4,500,000 to
$5,000,000. It also increases the maximum amount of training funds the Department of Workforce
Development may use for its administrative expenses from $67,500 to $150,000.

The Department of Workforce Development is required to make an annual report on training projects to the
Govemnor, the Legislative Council, and the Unemployment Insurance Board.

This bill authorizes the use of $6,500,000 from the available balance of the Special Employment and
Training Fund to provide training to incumbent workers during the four year period that begins July 1, 1999,
and ends June 30, 2003.

Effective Date: (CCR Amended) Upon passage; July 1, 1999; July 1, 2000.

Explanation of State Expenditures: (Revised) This bill is in response to the requirements of the federal
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C. 2801 et. seq.). All states are to have the requirements of the
federal Act implemented by July 1, 2000. The purpose of the federal Workforce Investment Act is to
consolidate the many separately funded workforce and adult education literacy programs. The federal
Workforce Investment Act consolidates federal funding (including but not limited to federal funding under
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the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Act, the Wagner-Peyser Act, Community Services
Block Grant Act) for numerous programs into three basic grants: adult employment and training,
disadvantaged youth employment and training, and adult education and family literacy programs. The federal
Workforce Investment Act requires new state and local workforce boards to guide and coordinate workforce
investment systems that meet local needs. The newly formed boards and the consolidation of programs and
funding are to provide increased flexibility and local control of workforce development programs and
funding. No new federal funding is providing under the federal Act.

This bill requires the State Human Resource Investment Council to develop a unified state plan for the
workforce investment system. Members of the State Human Resource Investment Council is entitled to salary
per diem and reimbursement for travel expenses. The fiscal impact is dependent on the number of times the
Council has to meet to develop the unified state plan. The Department of Workforce Development (DWD)
has not requested additional funding in FY 2000 to implement this requirement.

This bill requires the DWD to designate not more than 16 workforce investment areas that follow the state

plan (developed by the State Human Resource Investment Council). The DWD did not request additional
funding in FY 2000 to implement this requirement.

This bill removes the $1,500,000 cap on the annual amount of certain penalties deposited into the Special
Employment and Training Fund. Previously, any additional amount collected above the $1,500,000 was
deposited into the Unemployment Insurance Benefit Trust Fund. An employer's contribution to the
Unemployment Insurance Benefit Fund was then pro rated according to the employer's experience account.
The removal of the cap will reduce the amount of money contributed to the Unemployment Insurance Benefit
Trust Fund and will increase revenue to the Special Employment and Training Fund. The balance of the
Unemployment Benefit Trust Fund as of December 7, 1998 was $1.4 billion.

The bill also increases from $4.5 million to $5 million the amount that the Commissioner of the DWD may
use from the Special Employment and Training Services Fund per year. These funds can be spent for training
and counseling assistance and training provided to participants in joint labor and management apprenticeship
programs. It also increases the maximum amount of training funds the DWD may use for its administrative
expenses from $67,500 to $150,000. Additionally, this bill authorizes the use of $6.5 million from the
available balance of the Special Employment and Training Fund to provide training to incumbent workers
during the four year period that begins July 1, 1999, and ends June 30, 2003. The balance of the fund as of
4/6/99 was $14,158,877. The FY 98 revenue into the fund was $3,729,043.

The DWD is required to make an annual report on training projects to the Governor, the Legislative Council,
and the Unemployment Insurance Board. This can be done within the existing budget.

Explanation of State Revenues:

Explanation of Local Expenditures: (Revised) This bill, in response to the federal Workforce Investment
Act, requires the creation of a regional board (referred to in the federal Act as the local workforce board) and
the formation of partnerships with local elected officials. The regional boards/elected official partnerships
are responsible for establishing new one-stop centers. The participation of a municipality and a county and
its chief elected official in meeting the mandates of the federal Act will be done within the existing budget
of the municipality and county.

Explanation of L.ocal Revenues:

HB 1652+ 2
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State Agencies Affected: Department of Workforce Development; State Human Resource Investment
Council; Legislative Council; Governor; Unemployment Insurance Board.

Local Agencies Affected: Municipalities.
Information Sources: Craig Hartzer, Commissioner, Department of Workforce Development, (317) 233-

5661. Federal Funds Information for State, Issue Brief 98-14, “Finally, Job Training Reform Happens,”
September 1, 1998, p.p. 1-4.
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INTRODUCTION

The creation of the Utah Department of Workforce Services is a bold and innovative effort aimed
at consolidating all workforce functions, including what is commonly known as welfare, into one
intcgratcd scrvice delivery system. Many other states are experimenting with intcgration on a
limited basis, but only Utah is complctely revamping its delivery structure and system.

The consolidated department will officially begin on July 1, 1997, however successful
integration is well underway in preparation for the start of the ncw department.

Mission Statement

The mission of the Ulah Department of Workforce Services is to provide quality, accessible and
comprchensive cmployment-related and supportive services responsive to the needs of
employers, job seekers, and the community, ;

Vision Statemcnt

We will sct the national standard of a high quality workforce by being the employment
connccting point for cmployers, job seekers and thc community.

National Alliancce of Business_ Award

On October 4, 1996 the National Alliance of Business named Utah as its “'State of the Year” for
outstanding and innovative leadership in workforce development. The Alliance recognized Utah
as the one state that is truly implementing a comprchensive system which will build a quality

workforce for the futurc. Exccutive Director Robert Gross and Statc Senator David Steele went
to Los Angeles to accept the award on behalf of the State of Utah.

Focus Groups

In working to implement a consolidated dclivery system that takes into account the needs of all
customers, the department has undertaken an ongoing client and employer-friendly initiative that
reaches out to stakeholders in the community. Intensive focus groups have been conducted with
(1) employees impacted by the rcorganization, (2) employers who will access services of the new
department, and (3) clients who will be accessing all of the employment scrvices provided by the
department. This information will be used to finc tune customer satisfaction initiatives.

Implementation_of Kiosks

The department has started a technology initiative which seeks to serve individuals accessing
services through the use of new and modem technological methods. The most recent example is
the implementation of kiosks as part of Access Utah, where a person can use a touch screen to
gather information rather than going to an office. Currcntly kiosks are in Green River,

Tremonton and scveral locations in Salt Lake City. Expansion to other areas of the statc is
planned.

Consolidation_of Employment Services

In an cffort to be proactive, many local areas have started to work on ways to do business better.
This “thinking out of the box" encompasses many programs including wellare, which was once
an cntitlement program but is now an employment program., Proactive partnerships between
eimployees who are currently in separate agencies, but who will be merging into the department,

have led directly to many of the service delivery initiatives which will scek to provide
streamlined and customer-locused services.
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Hotline

A "Red-IHot" hotline was established for those individuals desiring answers to questions or
information on the Department. The number is 1-800-483-5877 and can be accessed 24 houts a
day. All questions are responded to within 24 hours,

Employncent Centers

Utah was awarded a Onc-Stop Implementation Grant by the Department of Labor. This funding
along with other state initiatives already underway provides critical resources to assist in the
creation of a comprchensive one-stop system. Utah refers to onc-stops as Employment Centers,
A statewidc system of 48 Employment Centers will be created from 106 existing officcs of those
agencies being consolidated. Elcctronic linkages will enable distribution of services beyond the
physical infrastructure.

Utah established two pilot Employment Centers in 1995, which have proved very successful and
have provided necessary legwork in establishing additional Employment Centers. Another pilot
site was established late in 1996. Several agencies throughout Utah, though not formally referred
to as Employment Centers, arc already either co-located or are linked electronically to share
intake and referral forms, casc notes, and other client information.

In addition, a Clientbasc (data sharing) pilot project initiated in 1995 provides the framework to
enable agencies to share necessary information electronically. A sub-group on Inforimation
Technology coordinated their work with the pilot project. An Information Technology Director
was hircd for the Department and will oversce Phase II of the Clientbase pilot project.
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OVERVIEW

The 1996 Legislature passcd House Bill 375, “The Department of Workforce Services™, in order
{o combine and integrate all job placement, job training and welfare functions in the State of
Utah. Inherent in this intcgration effort was the belief that states would be receiving block grant
funding from the fcderal government. Therefore, states such as Utah would be provided
opportunities for increased flexibility and effectivencss in serving clients.

The formation of the Depariment of Workforce Services is a proactive and innovative effort
which is being observed by othcr states and federal agencies. Other states are working to co-
locate many of the same [unctions that are involved in Utah’s effort, but few are actually
intcgrating service delivery systems in a one-stop manner.

The basic objectives of the department arc to simplify programs, to opcrate more efficiently, to
iinprove services, and to provide a vehicle for true welfarc reform. The department focuses on
employment and will seek to serve employcrs by providing qualified applicants. At thc same
time, the department will scek to scrve job seekers by helping them find appropriate employment

or activities that will lcad to gainful employment tailored to mcet the needs of special
populations, as defined by statute.

In order to effectively meet the intent of House Bill 375, the department has used a scries of
guiding principles when making decisions and rccommendagions. The puiding principles were
developed by the Workforce Development Task Force formeéd by Governor Leavitt that met over
an 18 month period during 1994-95:

» The systcm must be customer-dnven.

» The system must measurc results and be accountable throughout.

« The department should simplify governance and operation of programs.

+ The system will be state-basced with local input on design and delivery.

= Private sector leadcrship and direct involvement at all levels will be promoted.
+ Continuous improvement is critical.

» Trainmg and education will be market-driven.

« Funding levels will be commensurate with need.

Housc Bill 375 created a basic framework for the Department of Worklorce Scrvices, and also
deviscd a process by which detailed recommendations could be made for the full development of
the department. The workgroups that made recommendations arc illustrated in Attachment 1.
The workgroups, with the exception of the Scrvice Delivery Workgroup, completed their initial
assignments in December 1996 since the top level inanagerial structure was then in place. The
Exccutive Director along with the regional directors, division directors, and directors for the
Offices of Finance, Human Resources, and Public Affairs formulate the department's
Management Team.
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The Management Team mccts weekly to ensurc critical administrative issues are dealt with in a
timcly manner. A timeline of critical clements is shown in Attachment 3.

The agencies being brought into the Department are graphically summarized in Attachment 2.
If the Legislature were to lake no further action, those agencics outlined in Attachment 2 would
becomc part of the new dcpartinent, effective July 1, 1997. These include:

+ The Department of Employment Security which oversees Unemployment Insurance,
Employment Services, and Labor Market Information.

« The OfTice of Family Support which administers public assistance programs such as the
Family Employment Program, Food Stamps and subsidized Child Care.

+ The Office of Job Training which coordinates all job training programs including the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA).

- The Office of Child Care which works with employers in the state to ensurc that quality
child care is available to those who are employed.

« The Turning Point Program which serves displaced homemakers by providing educational
opportunities and other cmployment-related services.

[nitially, the Industrial Commission of Utah was slated 10 join the department. The Industrial
Commission administers programs concerned with labor and safety issucs such as occupational
safcty and hazards, anti-discnmination and industrial accidents, However, it was determined in

the 1997 Legislature that there will be a separate Labor Conimission headed by onc Labor
Commissioner.

In addition, by combining these agencies, a large number of complex programs, as outlined in
Attachment 3, will be integrated into the new department. The job placement and labor
exchange functions of the current Department of Employment Security will be a continual focus

of the new department. The clear connection between employers and job-ready employees must
be maintained.

The focus of the service dehivery system in the Departinent of Workforce Services will be to help
unemploycd and underemploycd people find an appropriate connection with the job market. No
longer will an individual have to travel to five or more diffcrent offices and deal with a diffcrent
worker at each place. The development of Employment Centers in the Department of Workforce
Services will allow unificd casc management to occur and better customer service to be realized.
House Bill 375 developed a basic structute for the department as outlined in Attachment 4 and
called for three divisions: the Labor, Safety and Program Regulation Division, which is
responsible for the regulatory functions of the department; the Adjudication Division, which is
responsible for all appeals and administrative remedics; and the Employment Development
Division, which is the scrvice delivery arm of the department.

Howevecr, it was determincd in the 1997 Legislature that there will be a separate Labor
Commission, therefore, the Labor, Safety and Program Regulation Division was repealed in

Scnate Bill 166. All divisions answer directly to the Executive Director who in turn reports to
the Govemor,



THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE

John W. Turcotte, Director

Report No. Y0-34

Office of
Program Policy Analysis

And Government Accountability

December 1998

Review of the
Workforce Development Board of
Enterprise Florida, Inc.

Abstract

Although  responsible for  designing,
coordinating, and evaluating Florida's
workforce development system, Enterprise
Florida's Workforce Development Board
more commonly known as the Jobs and
Education Partnership (JEP), has not
established outcomes to comprehensively
assess its performance. Nor has it made
adequate progress in developing an
integrated accountability system that can be
used to evaluate and report on the
effectiveness of Florida's  workforce
development system.

Several factors have and will continue to
contribute to JEP's inability to fully develop
the workforce development system. These
include lack of clarity in the roles and
responsibilities of JEP and other workforce
partners, a shift in emphasis from preparing
individuals for high skill/high wage jobs to
accommodating the "work first” philosophy
of welfare reform, and the inherent difficulty
of overseeing a system comprising multiple
programs and funding streams.

In light of recent changes in federal
legislation that are consistent with Florida's
workforce development strategy and will
increase JEP's capacity to oversee the further
integration of the system, the Legislature
should continue JEP.

Purpose

The Legislature directed the Office of Program Policy
Analysis and Government Accountability to review the
Workforce Development Board of Enterprise Florida,
Incorporated.’ In this review we sought to determine:

e the boards progress toward achieving established
outcomes;

e circumstances contributing to the board} ability to
achieve, not achieve, or exceed its established
outcomes; and,

e whether it would be sound public policy to
continue or discontinue funding the board and the
consequences of doing so.

Background

Enterprise Florida's Workforce Development Board,
more commonly known as the Jobs and Education
Partnership (JEP), is responsible for designing,
coordinating, and evaluating the state's workforce
development system. In this role, JEP serves as
Florida5 Human Resource Investment Council,
overseeing job training programs funded through the
federal Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). JEP
charters and monitors the state's 24 regional workforce
development boards that administer most local job
training programs.

! This is one of seven reports that OPPAGA will issue as part of its review
of Enterprise Florida, Inc. The other reports will be on the Technology
Development Board, the International Trade and Economic Development
Board, the Capital Development Board, the Cypress Equity Fund, private

matching contributions, and an overall assessment of Enterprise Florida,
Inc.
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sor also administers two incentive programs designed
to link workforce development efforts with the needs
of business. These two incentive programs are the
performance-based incentive fund and the quick
response training program. The performance-based
incentive fund awards incentives to community
colleges and vocational schools that train students for
and place them in targeted occupations. The quick
response training program provides grants to new and
expanding businesses for customized training.

JEP, established in 1994, is one of four boards
affiliated with Enterprise Florida, Inc., a
government/business partnership within the Executive
Office of the Governor's Office of Tourism, Trade and
Economic Development?  JEP's affiliation with
Enterprise Florida, Inc, is intended to link the state's
workforce development efforts with its economic
development needs.

Boards of directors comprising business, labor,
community, and state government leaders govern JEP
and its constituent regional boards. These boards and
their staffs are charged with developing a workforce
system that is market driven, placement based,
community managed, and customer focused. Of the
JEP and regional board members, nearly 53% represent
private industry.

State and local workforce efforts are concentrated on
four strategic components.

e School-to-Work helps public school students
achieve long-term career goals by providing
students career development and job preparation
training.

e Welfare-to-Work encourages self-sufficiency for
welfare recipients by emphasizing job placement
and support services for welfare recipients.

e High Skill/High Wage aligns the state's business
job demands with relevant education and training
programs by providing incentives to job training
programs that prepare individuals for and place
them in high demand jobs.

e One-Stop Career Centers consolidate the
delivery of the states workforce development
programs, providing clients with information about
the full range of workforce services available from
the state.

While JEP is responsible for designing and overseeing
a workforce development system centered around these
four strategic components, other state and local

2 The other Enterprise Florida boards are the Intemational Trade and
Economic Development, Capital Development, and Technology
Development boards.

agencies have direct authority for most wo. urce
programs (see Appendix A). JEPS role is to
coordinate the efforts of these partners, ensure that
programs are aligned with the needs of business, and
assess the overall effectiveness of Floridas workforce
development system.

For Fiscal Year 1998-99, JEP has 17 staff and an

operating budget of nearly $1.5 million to coordinate
and oversee the state's workforce programs and to
administer the performance-based incentive fund and
the quick response training program. In Fiscal Year
1998-99, it will distribute approximately $26 million
through these two incentive programs.

Findings

JEP has not established outcome measures that
provide a comprehensive assessment of its
coordinating and oversight responsibilities. Nor
has it made adequate progress in developing an
integrated accountability system that can be used to
evaluate and report on the effectiveness of Florida’
workforce development system.

Florida law charges JEP with broad responsibilities

related to designing, implementing, and overseeing the
state's workforce development system. Critical to this
charge is the need for JEP to provide information that
assesses its progress in fulfilling these responsibilities
as well as assessing how well Floridas workforce

development system is doing. While JEP is currently
operating under performance-based budgeting (PB?2)
and is working with other workforce partners to
develop a framework for three tiers of workforce
performance measures, it has not provided sufficient
information to comprehensively assess its performance
or the performance of the overall system.

JEP's PB? measures do not allow a comprehensive
assessment of JEP's progress in achieving its
coordinating and oversight responsibilities. As a
component of Enterprise Florida, JEP began operating
under PB2? in Fiscal Year 1998-99. However, the PB2
performance measures approved for JEP are not
appropriate, as they cannot be used to assess JEP%
progress in fulfilling its responsibilities.

Although JEP is responsible for coordinating and
overseeing the states workforce development system,
its PB? measures focus only on the two incentive funds
that it administers, both of which are part of the high
skill/high wage strategic component. There are no

3 This refers to the performance-based incentive fund and the quick
response fraining program.

[(-2



measures that report on other aspects of JEP%

responsibilities. For example, measures are needed
that focus on the other three strategic components as
well as on JEPs coordination and oversight
responsibilities for the overall workforce development
system.

In addition to focusing only on a small slice of JEP%
responsibilities, the current PB? outcome measures are
not meaningful indicators of the impact of the high
skill/high wage component. These measures, currently
expressed as numbers, could be improved by
expressing them as rates. For example, the
“percentage of participants/completers placed and
retained in targeted occupations for at least one year” is
a better indicator of the impact of the
performance-based incentive fund than the two current
related measures: ‘individuals completing training
programs and placed in targeted occupations” and
‘4ndividuals exiting at a defined program point and
placed in target occupations.” (See Appendix B for a
list of suggested PB? measures for JEP to consider.)

Workforce partners generally believe that JEP has
played an important role in Floridas workforce
development efforts. In the absence of adequate PB’
outcome measures, we surveyed the regional
workforce development boards and interviewed state-
level partners to assess JEP's performance. We found
that these workforce partners generally perceive JEP as
playing an important role in designing, implementing,
and coordinating a workforce development system that
responds to Florida's economic needs.

The regional boards credit JEP with providing them
with consistent and timely information related to
workforce development issues and policies. This has

Exhibit 1
The Workforce Florida Act of 1996
Required JEP to Establish

Three Tiers of Qutcome Measures

helped the local boards understand how the system fits
together. JEP has also assisted regional boards to
develop their local workforce systems and to
coordinate local workforce and economic development
activities. In addition, a majority of the regional
boards believe that JEP has increased the
responsiveness of state government to local workforce
needs as well as increased flexibility in how state and
federal funds are used to deliver local services.

State-level partners see JEP as playing an important
role by providing a vision of how the state's workforce
development system should be structured and
implemented. Some of these partners describe JEP as
high-powered, committed, and ever mindful that a
trained workforce is an important part of economic
development. State-level partners also view JEP as
being more flexible and independent than state
bureaucracies.

However, JEP has not developed an integrated
accountability system that can be used to evaluate
and report on the effectiveness of the state}
workforce development system. The Workforce
Florida Act of 1996 requires JEP to establish uniform
performance measures and standards to evaluate the
workforce development system and the effectiveness
of the four strategic components. Specifically, the act
directs that measures and standards be organized in
three outcome tiers (see Exhibit 1). The first tier is to
provide benchmarks for systemwide performance, such
as job retention, reduction in public assistance, and
employer satisfaction. The second tier is to provide
benchmarks for each of the four strategic components
and the third tier is to contain operational and output
measures of agencies that implement workforce
programs.




1v implement this requirement, JEP convened a
working group of partners in early 1997. While the
workgroup recommended measures for evaluating the
effectiveness of the system and the four strategic
components, JEP has not facilitated the development of
an integrated data system that will allow for the
production of reports on overall system performance.
Nor has JEP produced the baseline information needed
to establish standards for systemwide or strategic
component performance measures. This information is
needed to enable stakeholders to judge whether
Floridas workforce development system is meeting
the needs of the states employers and employees.

A lack of consistent definitions and reporting
requirements has contributed to the difficulty in
developing these performance reports. Various
workforce programs define performance outcomes
such as completion differently. Consequently, valid
comparisons can be made only within similar
programs. In addition, the various agencies that
operate workforce programs have different reporting
formats and requirements.’ Consistency in definitions
and reporting is needed for JEP to assess how well the
workforce system is doing across employment and
training programs. Further, while the Department of
Education’ Florida Education and Training Placement
Information Program (FETPIP) is expected to provide
job placement, earnings, and retention information on
the workforce development system, it matches records
received by the various agencies and is not responsible
for ensuring that definitions and reporting formats are
consistent. Rather, JEP is responsible for doing so?

Florida’s Legislature has recognized the need for better
workforce development information. Chapter 98-58,
Laws of Florida, requires that the Department of
Education, community colleges, and school districts
develop, by July 1, 1999, an information system for
allocating funds to and reporting performance of
vocational education programs.  Additional steps
should be taken to ensure consistency in how
information is defined and captured across all
workforce development programs. Until Florida has
an adequate system for integrating information from
these varied programs, stakeholders will not be able to
determine how well the state's workforce development

* Pror OPPAGA reports have noted that consistent definitions and

reporting protocols are necessary to adequately evaluate the state’s
workforce development system. These include Report No. 95-16,
Review of Enterprise Florida Jobs and Educarion Partnership; Report
No. 95-24, Employment Training Programs: Varied Purposes and Varied
Performance; and Report No. 98-03, Follow-up Report on the Enterprise
Florida Jobs and Education Partnership.

5 Due to an omission by statutory revision, the 1997 and subsequent
versions of the Workforce Florida Act do not contain reference to the
required performance measurement system. JEP staff suggested that this
omission has also contributed to JEP's difficulty in developing workforce
system performance reports.

system is meeting the needs of Florida's employ . .. and
employees.

Several factors have contributed to JEP's inability
to fully achieve the Legislature's expectations for
Florida's workforce development system.

Three major factors have affected and could continue
to affect JEPs ability to develop an integrated
workforce development system:

e the lack of clarity in roles and responsibilities of
workforce partners in a collaborative environment;

e a shift in emphasis from preparing for high
skill/high wage jobs to accommodating the “work
first” philosophy of welfare reform; and

e the difficulty inherent in overseeing a system

comprising a number of programs and funding
streams.

Providing leadership in a collaborative environment
requires clear articulation of the authority and
responsibilities of all workforce partners. Although
the Workforce Florida Act of 1996 broadened JEP%
responsibilities, JEP does not directly administer most
education or training programs. However, as the
states Human Resource Investment Council, the
Legislature expects JEP to integrate federal and state
workforce development programs and policies and to
evaluate the success of Florida’s workforce strategy.
While state law provides that JEP may take any actions
it deems necessary to achieve the purposes of the act,
JEP is expected to accomplish this in partnership with
other entities, such as public agencies and private
enterprises.

While providing leadership in an environment of
partnership and collaboration is challenging and likely
to require special skills such as the ability to build
consensus, it also requires that roles and
responsibilities be clearly articulated. For example,
building consensus helps ensure that workforce
partmers have an opportunity to understand and "buy
into" issues related to designing and implementing the
system. However, for JEP to be an effective leader of
the state’s workforce development efforts, its oversight
authority as well as the responsibilities of other state-
level partners need to be clearly articulated in state
law. For example, state law could prescribe formal
mechanisms such as written interagency agreements to
encourage coordination and integration of services.
Such agreements between JEP and state-level partners
could delineate how partners will work together to
achieve workforce goals and include dates for agencies



o deliver required information as well as indicate
sanctions for agencies that do not meet requirements.

Welfare reform has caused JEP to shift its focus
from training workers for targeted occupations to
placing people who may have limited skills in entry-
level jobs. JEP has been responsible for including
individuals from selected populations such as
recipients of public assistance in its education and
training activities since it was first established in 1994.
However, federal and state welfare reform which
emphasizes "work-first" has necessitated a shift in
JEPS focus.

While JEP initially focused its efforts on training
people for high skill/high wage jobs, it must now help
a sizeable number of welfare recipients find jobs
within established time limits® Thus, JEP now serves

a large constituency that needs to find work prior to
obtaining the education and training that would enable
them to qualify for high skill/lhigh wage jobs. To
accommodate this change, JEP has devoted time and
resources to help regional boards develop an
infrastructure capable of serving the full spectrum of
the workforce, from entry level job seekers who need
intensive assistance to find and maintain their jobs to
highly skilled workers who attract industries to the
state.

As it continues to serve welfare recipients, JEP will
face the additional challenge of finding ways to help
recipients to not only find jobs but to move towards
self-sufficiency. This will involve enabling recipients
to retain jobs by helping them get the support services
they need, such as health care and child care. It will
also involve identifying opportunities for recipients to
obtain the education and training necessary to move
along a career ladder towards self-sufficiency. Further,
as Floridas welfare rolls continue to decrease, the
remaining pool of recipients will likely be the most
difficult to serve, as they will lack basic education and
job skills necessary to obtain minimum wage jobs.
Thus, JEP and other workforce partners will need to
accommodate the needs of larger numbers of
individuals needing intensive services. As a result,
JEP may need to develop more subsidized and on-the-
job training experiences for welfare recipients with
limited work experience so they may obtain the needed
experience.

Multiple agencies, programs, and funding streams
contribute to confusion, duplication, and lack of
integration.  Although JEP is responsible for
designing the states workforce development system

6 In general, clients who qualify for temporary cash assistance are limited to
receiving benefits for 24 months in any consecutive 60-month period and
may not receive a lifetime total of more than 48 months of benefits.

centered around four integrated strategic comi..ients
(school-to-work, welfare-to-work, high skill/high wage
jobs, and one-stop career centers), other state agencies
either share or have direct authority over these
strategies. In addition, the specific programs
comprising these components have different eligibility
criteria, allowable expenses, planning processes, and
reporting requirements.

At both the state and local levels, separate processes
are involved in planning the four strategic components
of the state's workforce strategy. For example, the
Department of Education (DOE) takes the lead in
developing school-to-work activities, while the
Department of Labor and Employment Security
(DLES) has the lead in developing one-stop career
centers. Assisted by DOE and DLES, JEP is primarily
responsible for the high skill/high wage component.
The welfare-to-work component is even more diffuse.
Four separate entities have responsibilities related to
planning, administering, and funding this component.

To further complicate the situation, the nature of JEP's
relationship with the state's Work and Gain Economic
Self-sufficiency (WAGES) board is confusing. In
1996, Florida's Legislature established a WAGES
structure separate from but closely parallel to JEP's
structure.  Although WAGES legislation allows
regions to combine workforce development and
WAGES boards at the local level, not all of them have
chosen to do so. This situation contributes not only to
confusion but also to the perception that duplication of
effort and lack of integration exists at both the state
and local levels. For example, individuals who sit on
both boards attend multiple meetings focusing on
similar issues. In addition, separate plans address
WAGES activities and JEP's welfare-to-work strategic
component.

All of these factors have compromised JEP's ability to
develop an integrated workforce development system
that avoids duplication and meets the needs of job
seekers and employers. To address these challenges
and to ensure that the policies set forth by the
Legislature are carried out requires that one entity have
oversight authority of the states5 workforce

development system. However, strengthening the
ability of JEP to be successful will require state law to
clearly specify JEP% authority as well as the specific

responsibilities of the other workforce partners.

? The following entities have major responsibilities for the welfare-to-work
strategic component: JEP and the local regional boards, the WAGES state
board and local coalitions, the Department of Labor and Employment
Security and the Department of Children and Families.
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In light of its experience and continued _progress in
establishing an integrated workforce development

system and recent changas in federal law, the
Legislature should continue JEP.

JEP is in an excellent position to lead the state in
implementing the intent and provisions of the federal
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA). The WIA
prescribes a structure and operating philosophy that is
similar to the Workforce Florida Act of 1996 currently
being implemented under JEP's leadership. For
example, the state-level workforce investment board
and the local workforce investment areas prescribed by
the new federal act mirror Florida's JEP and regional
workforce structure. As the state's Human Resource
Investment Council since 1996, JEP is experienced in
coordinating and overseeing federal job training
programs. In addition, under the Workforce Florida
Act, JEP is charged with developing a workforce
system that includes one-stop service delivery, a vital
component of the workforce system envisioned by the
WIA. (See Exhibit 2 for the key principles of the
federal Workforce Investment Act.)

The changes in federal law provide an opportunity for
states to build comprehensive workforce investment
systems intended to help employers get the workers
they need and empower job seekers to obtain the
training they need for the jobs they want. State and
local workforce investment systems are expected to
improve the quality of the workforce, reduce
dependency on welfare, and enhance productivity and
competitiveness. To achieve these goals, the WIA
gives states broad authority to develop systems
comprising workforce activities that are expected to
increase participant employment rates, retention rates,
earnings, and skill attainment. States' performance will
be monitored against goals established by the federal
act and states could receive sanctions or incentive
funds based on their performance.

While Florida could eliminate JEP, there will stillbe a

need for some entity to fulfill this responsibility and
such an action would likely reduce the state's ability to
expeditiously implement the new federal legislatiofi.

8 All states must implement the WIA by July 1, 2000; however, states may
choose to submit a five-year plan and begin implementation a year early.

Exhibit 2
The Federal Workforce Investment Act of 1998 Provides for Major Reforms in
National and State Job Training Programs to Be Built Around Several Key Principles

o Streamlined services -- Multiple employment and training
programs will be integrated through one-stop centers. States

should build on their one-stop implementation efforts

already underway. Local workforce boards will be
responsible for overseeing the one-stop system in their area

o Empowered individuals -- Eligible participants will be able

to choose the qualified training program that best meets their
needs. With limited exceptions states are to provide training

services through Individual Training Accounts (ITAs).
States will decide how to structure their ITA system.

e Universal access -- Every individual will have access to

core employment-related services through one-stop centers.
Core services include eligibility determination, initial

assessment, job search assistance, career counseling, and
provision of information on the labor market, training
providers, unemployment insurance, and support services.

e Increased accountability -- States, local boards, and training
providers will be held accountable for their performance.
States will be expected to meet performance goals in

identified core indicators. Core indicators will include job

placement rates, earnings, employment retentioncredentials
earned, and gains in skills. Failure to meet performance

goals will lead to sanctions, while exceeding goals could

lead to incentive funds.

e Strong role for local boards and the private sector - Local
boards will become business-led "boards of directors” for
their areas. Boards will be expected to focus on strategic
planning, policy development, and oversight of the local
workforce system.

o State and local flexibility - States and their local partners
will be able to implement innovative and comprehensive
workforce investment systems by building on existing
reforms. Through mechanisms such as unified planning,
waivers and grandfathering provisions, states will have the
flexibility to tailor delivery systems to meet local needs.

e Improved youth services -- Youth programs will be linked
more closely to local labor market and community needs and
will provide a strong connection between academic and
occupational learning. Each local area is to establish a youth
council as a subgroup of the local board. Youth council
responsibilities will include recommending providers to be

awarded grants, overseeing these providers, and coordinating
youth activities.

Source: Workforce Investment Act of 1998
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1ne experience that JEP has gained working with
many of the agencies and programs that are required
partners under the new federal act coupled with its
experience in developing an integrated workforce
system, suggests that it would be in Florida's best
interest to continue JEP. It would be wiser for the state
to build on the foundation already established than to
begin anew.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on surveys of the regional boards and interviews
with state-level workforce partners, we concluded that
JEP has made reasonable progress in establishing an
integrated workforce development system. However,
several conditions have impeded JEP and its progress.
Even so, JEP should be continued, especially in light of
recent changes to federal law affecting workforce
development, some which could strengthen JEP's
ability to meet the challenges it has faced. Several of
the changes required by the federal Workforce
Investment Act of 1998 are already in place in Florida.
Thus, Florida is in a good position to consider
implementing the WIA a year early.

To ensure that Florida has a fully developed workforce
system that meets the needs of both employers and
employees and that produces the results expected of
the WIA, the Legislature may wish to revisit and make
revisions to the Workforce Florida Act of 1996. It is
particularly opportune to revisit the Act at this time
given the changes in federal law. Legislative action
could strengthen the ability of the designated
Workforce Investment Board to fulfill its role by
clearly articulating a vision for Florida's workforce
investment system as well as the responsibilities of the
board and other workforce partners. We believe that
the Legislature should continue to build on the
foundation already established and design a workforce
investment system that will meet the needs of all of the
states employers and employees. We, therefore,
recommend the Legislature take the following actions:

¢ Continue funding JEP and designate it the
state's workforce investment board, allowing the
state to build on the foundation already
established in implementing federal reform. The
federal WIA requires states to establish a state-level
workforce investment board and local workforce
investment areas comprising representatives similar
to Florida's current structure. JEP and the regional
boards are in a good position to meet these
requirements of the WIA.

Clearly define JEP's oversight responsibuuties
and authority in the development of Florida's

workforce development system, making it clear
that the board is to focus on policy issues by

developing, overseeing, and evaluating the

integration of the statel system of workforce

activities. The new federal law requires the
development of an integrated accountability system
that includes performance information at all levels
of the workforce system. Given JEP's lack of
progress in developing both adequate measures and
an integrated data system to facilitate reporting on
performance, the Legislature should establish
deadlines for their completion. Periodic reporting
by JEP on the progress made and factors impeding
its progress in developing an integrated
accountability system should also be required.

Direct JEP as the state's workforce investment
board to develop PB? measures that allow a
comprehensive assessment of its coordinating
and oversight responsibilities. For example, a
major responsibility under both state and federal
law is the development of a one-stop delivery
system. Thus, it would be appropriate to include a
PB? measure to assess the board's progress in
developing the one-stop delivery system.

Clearly articulate the responsibilities and
expectations of all state-level workforce partners
and prescribe sanctions or disincentives for
partners who do not adhere to agreed upon
deliverables or do not perform as expected. To
ensure the Legislature's expectations for the state’
workforce system are met, the Legislature should
clearly articulate the responsibilities and
expectations of the major workforce partners, to
include the timely reporting of performance
information to JEP. The Legislature should also
prescribe sanctions or disincentives for major
partners that do not comply with reporting
requirements.

Require the state to submit a unified workforce
investment plan that includes secondary
vocational education. The WIA allows states to
submit a unified plan for two or more of the
required one-stop partners. While a unified plan is
not required, it would serve to help ensure
coordination and avoid duplication between
workforce activities. However, since vocational
education activities will continue to be funded
under a separate funding stream, federal law
requires the Legislature to give its approval for the
board to include secondary vocational education.
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View the complete text of this act

ACT NO. 27
(H.290)

Postsecondary Education; Vermont Higher Education Endowment Trust Fund; Commission
on Higher Education Funding; State Workforce Investment Board; Federal Family Education
Loan Program

This act creates a Vermont Higher Education Endowment Trust Fund to make funds available to the
University of Vermont, the Vermont State Colleges and the Vermont Student Assistance Corporation
for non-loan financial aid for Vermont students attending a Vermont postsecondary institution, and to
UVM and VSC, on a two-to-one matching basis, for the purpose of creating or increasing a
permanent endowment. In addition, the act creates a Commission on Higher Education Funding for
the purpose of developing and refining Vermont's higher education goals and recommending state
financial support which will help higher education institutions to meet the goals. The commission is
also charged with reviewing expenditures from the endowment trust fund and making
recommendations for further expenditures from the fund..

Act 27 also establishes the Human Resources Investment Council (HIRC) as the Vermont State
Workforce Investment Board for purposes of the Federal Workforce Investment Act of 1998, and
somewhat revises the composition and mandate of the board in order to comply with the federal act.
The mandates of the regional workforce investment boards are also somewhat revised to ensure
greater consistency with the work of the HRIC.

Finally, the act directs the Commission on Higher Education Funding to study the effects of allowing
Vermont students to borrow from the Federal Family Education Loan Program.

Effective Date: July 1, 1999, except the provisions relating to the state and regional workforce
investment boards which took effect on May 19, 1999.
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™1 Summary for HB1875 Page 1 of 4

Information on this page is generally current to within an hour.

*HB1875 by *Kisber, *McDaniel, *McAfee, *Caldwell, *Kent, *Cole (Carter),
*Whitson, *Maddox, *Walker (Rhea), *Naifeh. (SB1796 by *Cooper, *Atchley,
*McNally, *Clabough.)

Labor - Enacts "Tennessee Workforce Development Act of 1999." - Amends
TCA Titles 4, 8, 12, 13, 29, 36, 37, 38, 41, 49, 50, 56, 59, 62, 67, 68, and 71

Fiscal Summary for HB1875

Increase State Expenditures - Not Significant One-Time Decrease State
Expenditures - Exceeds $100,000 Recurring Other Fiscal Impact: Increase
Federal Expenditures - Exceeds $100,000 One-Time Decrease Federal
Expenditures - Exceeds $100,000 Recurring

Bill Summary for HB1875

This bill would create the department of labor and workforce development
(hereinatfter referred to as the department). This bill would also transfer the
programs, property and staff of the departments of labor and employment security
to the department created by this bill. This bill would designate the department as
the entity in Tennessee to be responsible for implementation and administration
of the following federal programs: (1) The Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (The
purpose of which is to provide workforce investment activities through statewide
and local workforce investment systems, that increase the employment, retention,
and earnings of participants, and increase occupational skill attainment by
participants, and, as a result, improve the quality of the workforce, reduce welfare
dependency, and enhance the productivity and competitiveness of the United
States); (2) The Wagner-Peyser Act (Which authorizes the secretary of labor to
transfer property used by the United States Employment Service to states that
establish and maintain systems of public employment offices); and (3) The Job
Training Partnership Act (The purpose of which is to establish programs to
prepare persons who face serious barriers to employment for participation in the
labor force by providing job training and other services that will result in increased
employment and earnings, increased educational and occupational skills, and
decreased welfare dependency, thereby improving the quality of the work force
and enhancing the productivity and competitiveness of the United States). This
bill would require the department to do the following: (1) Cooperate with the
authorities of the United States as required by the aforementioned federal acts to
secure the benefit of such acts for Tennessee; and (2) Coordinate the
collaborative activities and functions of other state governmental entities to
reduce duplication of employment services, maximize Tennessee's efforts to
increase the skills of the state's workforce, and foster economic growth through
job placement and training services. This bill would authorize the department to
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have full and complete charge of the following: (1) Adult basic education
authorized by the state board of education and presently administered by the
department of education; (2) Employment and employment training programs
required under the Food Stamp Act; and (3) Except for the supervisory
responsibilities of the department of commerce and insurance, administration of
Tennessee's workers' compensation law, employment security law, Tennessee's
state employment service, and any functions presently exercised by the
department of employment security and/or the department of labor. This bill would
authorize the department to do the following: (1) Perform all acts and functions
necessary to carry out the department's powers, including contracting with local
government units or corporations to provide services to assist the department in
carrying out the department's duties; (2) Exercise authority over any other
functions that the governor assigns to the department by executive order; (3)
Receive, administer, allocate, disburse and supervise any grants and funds from
any sources with respect to any programs and/or duties outlined in this bill or
assigned to the department by law, regulation or order; and (4) Modify or rescind
orders, rules, regulations, decisions and policies and adopt, issue or promulgate
new orders, rules regulations, decisions and policies. This bill would require all
liens in favor of the department of employment security against the property of
employers who failed to pay unemployment insurance premiums to inure to the
department upon transfer. This bill would create a commissioner position to
supervise the department. In addition to any powers or duties that the
commissioner would assume through transfer or as provided by law, the
commissioner would be required to do the following: (1) Develop and implement
activities and programs that enhance Tennessee's workforce; (2) Ensure
maintenance of a fair and fully funded unemployment insurance program; (3)
Administer a workforce development system that protects Tennessee's workforce;
and (4) Make a progress report to the governor and certain committees of the
general assembly before implementation of the provisions of this bill occurs. This
bill would require transfer of any of the following from the department of labor
and/or the department of employment security to the department: (1) Any
programs presently administered by the department of labor and/or the
department of employment security; and (2) All staff, staff positions, offices,
equipment, supplies, property, facilities, funds and resources of any program
under the department of labor and/or the department of employment security. All
contracts and leases entered into by the department of labor and/or the
department of employment security before such transfer occurs would continue in
full force to the same extent as if such contracts or leases were entered into by
the department. Also, all rules, regulations, policies, orders and decisions
promulgated or issued by the department of labor and/or the department of
employment security before such transfer occurs would remain in effect following
the transfer and would be administered and enforced by the department until
amended, repealed, expired, modified or superseded. This bill would specifically
prohibit any person from being denied the benefits of or otherwise subjected to
discrimination under any of the department's programs or activities based on such
person's race, color, national origin, age or sex. Present law prohibits any person
from hiring an illegal alien without having been granted an exemption by the
department of labor. This bill would clarify that such exemption come from the
United States department of labor. Present law authorizes the commissioner of
employment security to appoint employees of the department of employment

http://www.legislature.state.tn.us/bills/101gahtm/Summary.asp?BillNumber=HB 1875 12/29/99
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security to act as appeals referees in appeals of denials of benefits. This bill
would require that only employees within the unemployment compensation
division be appointed as appeals referees. Present law requires the
unemployment compensation division and the state employment service to be
administered by a full time civil service director. This bill would delete the civil
service director requirement for such entities. Present law authorizes the
commissioner of employment security to appoint a state advisory council and to
appoint local or industry advisory councils. This bill would remove authorization to
appoint local or industry advisory councils. NOTE: Section 45(c) and Section 46
(c) of this bill contain identical directory and amendatory language. ON MAY 19,
1999 THE HOUSE ADOPTED AMENDMENTS #1, #2, #3 AND #4, AND
PASSED HOUSE BILL 1875 AS AMENDED. AMENDMENT #1 sunsets the
department of labor and workforce development on June 30, 2001. AMENDMENT
#2 creates three divisions within the department to be separate administrative
entities. T he divisions are: employment security, workers' compensation, and
occupational safety and health, and creates the office of administrator as the chief
administrative officer of each division. The unemployment compensation bureau
is created within the division of employment security, and a separate division of
the Tennessee state employment service is also created but is subject to the
supervision and control of the commissioner. Each administrator would be
appointed by the commissioner for a four year term, the first appointment to be
made July 1, 1999 or as soon as practical thereafter. The commissioner can only
remove the administrator for non performance of duties and responsibilities. The
administrators must have a minimum of five years credible experience in the field
covering the division the person will supervise and have a comprehensive
knowledge of and experience in the operation and programs of the division as
well as being recognized by the representatives of the business and labor
communities as a person of good standing and reputation in such field. One of
the duties of the administrators is to prepare and submit to the commissioner an
annual budget. The administrator of the division of employment security would not
have responsibility for the WOTC alien certification, veterans programs or the
Tennessee state employment service (jobs service). This amendment also
requires the state advisory council to have at least two meetings a year with the
administrator of the division of workers' compensation and the labor advisory
council to meet at least twice with the administrator of the division of occupational
safety and health. The administrators are to advise the council on the status of all
operations of the division and the programs administered within the division. This
amendment also makes conforming changes to the TCA. AMENDMENT #3
specifies that it is not the intent of this bill to expand or authorize contracting
services beyond that authorized under state law. This amendment adds a
provision that services for employees should focus on assisting employees to
obtain jobs of their choice, which provide health insurance, job security and the
opportunity for self-sufficiency. This amendment also directs that the department
of human services have responsibility for contracting for the activities required of
Families First participants. This amendment specifies that the transfer of functions
to the department is not to result in any state employee suffering loss of
employment, compensation, benefits, or civil service status. This amendment
specifies that the department is to maintain funds separately and expend such
funds only for their intended purpose. AMENDMENT #4 prohibits the transfer of
functions to the department of labor from causing any career service state

http://www.legislature.state.tn.us/bills/101gahtm/Summary.asp?BilINumber=HB 1875 12/29/99
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- . employee, instead of any state employee, to suffer loss of employment,
‘compensation, benefits or civil service status.
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FISCAL NOTE
HB 1875 - SB 1796

March 15, 1999

SUMMARY OF BILL : Creates the Department of Labor and Workforce Development for
the purpose of the consolidation of job training, employment, employment-related educational
programs, and unemployment insurance programs. Transfers the programs, property and
staff of the Departments of Labor and Employment Security to the Department of Labor and
Workforce Development. Transfers the adult basic education program, currently administered
by the Department of Education, and employment and training programs authorized under 7
U.S.C. Section 2015 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977, currently administered by the
Department of Human Services, to the Department of Labor and Workforce Development.
Continues all contracts entered into by the Departments of Labor or Employment Security.
Provides that all rules, regulations, policies, orders and decisions promulgated or issued by
the Departments of Labor or Employment Security prior to, and in effect on the effective date
of this act, shall remain in force. Creates within the new department two coordinate entities,
the division of unemployment compensation and the Tennessee State employment service.
Provides for maintaining the separate identity of all funds received for the purpose of
administering the state unemployment insurance program.

ESTIMATED FISCAL IMPACT:

Increase State Expenditures - Not Significant One Time
Decrease State Expenditures - Exceeds $100,000 Recurring

Other Fiscal Impact:

Increase Federal Expen ditures - Exceeds $100,000 One-Time
Decrease Federal Expenditures - Exceeds $100,000 Recurring

Estimate assumes:

e an increase in state expenditures to make changes to computer programs, forms and
other related expenses in the Department of Labor as a result of the combination of
Departments.

s one-time expenditures in the Department of Employment Security for computer program
modifications, changes to the auto-attendant unemployment insurance telephone claims
system and other expenses related to the transfer of all staff and property to the
Department of Labor and Workforce Development. Employment Security maintains its
own mainframe computer system and the department operates 76 Employment Service
offices statewide. Administrative expenses of the Department of Employment Security are
federally funded.

e a decrease in state and federal expenditures based on the assumption that consolidating
the two departments will result in the consolidation of functions and some offices and the
elimination of duplicate administrative positions.

CERTIFICATION:

This is to duly certify that the information contained herein is true and correct to the

best of my knowledge.

James A. Davenport, Executive Director

HB 1875 - SB 1796
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