
JOINT LEGISLATIVE AUDIT AND REVIEW COMMISSION 
OF THE VIRGINIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Review of 
Workforce Training 

in Virginia




Members of the 

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission


Chairman 
Senator Kevin G. Miller 

Vice-Chairman 
Delegate Lacey E. Putney 

Delegate Vincent F. Callahan, Jr. 
Senator John H. Chichester 
Senator Charles J. Colgan 
Delegate M. Kirkland Cox 

Delegate Frank D. Hargrove, Sr. 
Delegate Johnny S. Joannou 

Delegate Dwight C. Jones 
Senator Thomas K. Norment, Jr. 

Delegate Harry J. Parrish 
Delegate John A. Rollison III 

Senator Walter A. Stosch 
Delegate Leo C. Wardrup, Jr. 

Mr. Walter J. Kucharski, Auditor of Public Accounts 

Director 
Philip A. Leone 

 COPYRIGHT 2003, COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 



Preface 


Each year, Virginia invests over $250 million to build and support a quality 
workforce, an essential component of sustained economic development.  In 2000, the 
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) directed its staff to review 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the Commonwealth’s workforce training effort.  In 
addition, the 2002-2004 Appropriation Act directed JLARC to review the admini­
stration of the federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA) by the Virginia Employment 
Commission (VEC). 

The WIA provides Virginia over $40 million a year for employment and 
training services and mandates a system of service delivery to coordinate between 
three WIA-funded programs and 14 other federally mandated workforce training 
programs.  The legislation requires that the system develop one-stop centers that 
provide single points of access to the many State and federal employment and train­
ing programs.  

The findings from the review show that Virginia lacks a coherent, coordi­
nated system of workforce training.  There are currently 22 workforce training pro­
grams administered by ten State agencies in three secretariats.  There is no formal 
coordination among these programs, many of which provide similar services to simi­
lar populations. 

This study also found that while Virginia has implemented the basic 
framework of the one-stop service delivery system required by the WIA, the VEC 
does not have the authority to develop a true coordinated system.  In fact, neither 
the VEC, nor any other existing State agency is able to develop the system as in­
tended by the WIA.   JLARC staff found that in order to facilitate a statewide system 
of workforce training, the VEC should be replaced by an agency that has a clear em­
ployment and training focus.  This new agency should administer many of the 22 
workforce training programs currently spread out among ten State agencies. 

Governor Mark Warner, in his recent State of the Commonwealth Address, 
cited this JLARC study and noted the shortcomings of Virginia’s current workforce 
training effort.  The Governor is proposing a comprehensive plan to enhance coordi­
nation and improve the one-stop centers. 

On behalf of JLARC staff, I would like to thank the numerous State and lo­
cal officials who assisted with this review.  This report would not have been possible 
without the cooperation of several Secretaries, staff at the Virginia Employment 
Commission and many other State agencies, members of the Virginia Workforce 
Council, members of local workforce investment boards, and staff at local agencies 
and one-stop centers.

    Philip A. Leone
    Director  

January 15, 2003 
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ity workforce is one component of sus­
tained economic development.  To that 
end, Virginia invests millions of dollars 
each year in its workforce.  In FY 2002, 
for example, approximately $255.8 mil­
lion was allocated for workforce training 
in Virginia.  About $173.2 million, or 
about 68 percent of the funding, was 
federal.  Historically, the approach to 
workforce training has consisted of a 
patchwork of programs providing em­
ployment and training services to vari­
ous target populations.  For the most 
part, these programs have operated in­
dependently of one another, raising 
concerns that there may be duplications 
of effort or inefficiencies in some ser­
vices.  Customers would have to know 
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the administration of the Act by the Vir­
ginia Employment Commission (VEC), 
which is the agency designated as lead 
for the WIA.  As lead agency, the VEC is 
responsible for assisting in the devel­
opment of the State’s delivery of work­
force training services, and there was a 
concern that the VEC was not the ap­
propriate agency to be responsible for 
the statewide workforce training effort. 

The findings from the JLARC 
staff’s review show that Virginia lacks a 
coherent, coordinated system of work­
force training.  The 22 State-adminis-
tered workforce training programs are 
fragmented and spread out among ten 
State agencies with no formal method 
for coordination.  As a result, there is a 
potential for duplication among many 
programs that provide similar services to 
similar populations.  Many of these pro­
grams are not required to coordinate 
with the one-stop service delivery sys­
tem, further increasing the potential for 
duplication.  At the local level, many lo­
cal workforce investment boards strug­
gle to establish partnerships, and a 
seamless system of service delivery has 
not been achieved. 

While Virginia has established the 
basic components of the service deliv­
ery system mandated by the WIA, the 
current governance structure precludes 
the development of a coordinated, 
statewide system.  The VEC, while it 
has made some progress in system de­
velopment, does not have the authority 
to coordinate programs that cut across 
multiple agencies.  Neither the VEC, nor 
any other existing State agency would 
be able to develop the system as in­
tended by the WIA.   

Based on the intent of the WIA leg­
islation, the potential for duplication, and 
the lack of authority and accountability 
in the current State structure, JLARC 
staff recommend that Virginia should 
consider adopting a different model for 
governing workforce training programs. 
The new model should consolidate 
workforce training programs under one 
agency, which should be responsible for 

the administration of the WIA.  In addi­
tion, the monitoring of the system and 
general policy direction should be the 
responsibility of the Virginia Workforce 
Council (the Council), which includes 
the Governor, members of his cabinet, 
and members from the business com­
munity.  However, the Council should 
have independent staff through either 
the Governor’s office, the office of the 
Secretary of Commerce and Trade, or a 
public-private partnership.  It is impor­
tant to note that this shift in governance 
structure will not create additional staff 
positions.  Rather, it will consolidate ex­
isting positions that are currently spread 
across multiple agencies. 

To establish authority and ac­
countability, the director of the new 
agency should be the lead for admini­
stration of State workforce training pro­
grams, and the director of the Council 
should be the lead for strategic planning 
and system development. These two 
individuals should work closely to estab­
lish a system that uses funding in the 
most effective manner to provide com­
prehensive, seamless services in sup­
port of a quality workforce and sustained 
economic development. 

Virginia’s Implementation of 
the Workforce Investment Act  

In July of 2000, Virginia imple­
mented the WIA by establishing the 
governance and system components 
required by the legislation.  As shown in 
the figure on the next page, the Virginia 
Employment Commission (VEC) is the 
lead agency in administering the WIA, 
and the Virginia Workforce Council (the 
Council) is the mandated State board 
making recommendations on WIA and 
other workforce issues to the Governor. 
At the local level, 17 workforce invest­
ment boards (WIBs) were established 
throughout the State.  These local WIBs 
set up one-stop service delivery sys­
tems that include 44 comprehensive 
one-stop centers. 

In addition to the oversight of the 
local service delivery systems, the VEC 
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is the administrator of the three pro­
grams authorized by the WIA: the Adult, 
Dislocated Worker, and Youth pro­
grams. These are three of the 17 pro­
grams mandated to partner with the 
one-stop service delivery system. The 
local WIBs are allocated the grant fund­
ing for these programs and are provided 
considerable flexibility in determining 
how the program services are provided 
to the area’s citizens. 

Potential for Duplication 
and Inefficiency Results from 
Lack of State-Level Coordination  

Of the 17 federally-funded pro­
grams that are mandated to partner with 
the WIA service delivery system, 11 are 
workforce training programs adminis­
tered by the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
In addition to these programs, JLARC 
staff identified 11 other workforce train­
ing programs funded with federal or 
State dollars and administered by State 
agencies.  Collectively, the 22 programs 
are administered by ten State agencies 
in three secretariats, as shown in the 
figure on the next page. In FY 2002, 
these programs were funded with ap­
proximately $255.8 million in federal, 
State, and local funds (see the figure on 
page vi). 

Currently, there is no formal State-
level coordination among all of these 22 
State-administered workforce training 
programs. The Virginia Workforce Coun­
cil does provide strategic planning for 
the State’s overall workforce effort, but 
is not involved in the day-to-day coordi­
nation and administration of these ser­
vices. 

JLARC staff found that many of 
the workforce training programs provide 
similar employment and training ser­
vices targeted to the economically dis­
advantaged.  Further, some of these 
programs are required by WIA to coor­
dinate through the local service delivery 
systems while others are not. Without 
consistent State or local coordination, 
these programs have the potential to be 
duplicative and inefficient.  Resolving 

the absence of State-level coordination 
will be addressed later in this summary. 
Local coordination could be improved by 
mandating that the programs not cur­
rently required to work with and through 
the one-stop service delivery system 
become mandated partners as defined 
by the WIA. The affected programs are 
those funded by the Temporary Assis­
tance for Needy Families (TANF) block 
grant and the Education for Independ­
ence Program. 

Recommendation (1). Employ­
ment and training programs funded 
through the Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families and Education for Inde­
pendence programs should be man­
dated to partner with the one-stop ser­
vice delivery system as defined by the 
Workforce Investment Act.  The Gover­
nor should make this declaration or the 
General Assembly should consider 
amending the Code of Virginia to reflect 
this mandated partnership. 

Local Workforce Investment Boards 
Struggle to Establish Necessary 
Partnerships  

The WIA required a shift in the 
way workforce training services are de­
livered by states.  In the past, customers 
would have to go to multiple places, 
such as employment commission of­
fices, area agencies on aging, local de­
partments of rehabilitative services, and 
community colleges, to access the multi­
tude of services that might be needed to 
obtain and maintain employment. The 
new model embraces a more coordi­
nated approach, focusing on “one-stop” 
service access, where access to a multi­
tude of services is provided at a single 
location. 

Developing a system that incorpo­
rates this approach requires the part­
nership of many local, State, and private 
entities.  The local workforce investment 
boards are responsible for identifying 
workforce needs in the area and facili­
tating the partnerships necessary to 
create a one-stop service delivery sys­
tem that meets the identified needs. 
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Although some areas have been suc­
cessful in this endeavor, many local 
WIBs have had difficulty establishing 
partnerships. 

Part of the difficulty in establishing 
partnerships has been due to obstacles 
created by the multiple federal guide­
lines for workforce training programs. 
The WIA requires that mandated pro­
grams contribute to the one-stop system 
and provide access at one-stop centers. 
In an apparent contradiction, programs 
are required to contribute funding to a 
“system” but must still report perform­
ance at the program level. This obsta­
cles could be overcome through collabo­
rative data collection and system track­
ing, but this needs to occur at the State 
level, rather than the local level. 

JLARC staff were also made 
aware of a source of funding for which 
several local workforce investment 
boards may be eligible.  The Virginia 
Tobacco Indemnification and Commu­
nity Revitalization Commission will re­
ceive about $45 million for economic 
development activities. According to the 
director, workforce training is consistent 
with the Commission’s mission.  There­
fore, the local boards in Southwest and 
Southside Virginia should apply for addi­
tional funding through this Commission. 

Recommendation (2). Local work­
force investment boards in Southwest 
Virginia (Area 1), New River/Mount Ro­
gers (Area 2), Western Virginia (Area 3), 
Central Virginia (Area 7), South Central 
Virginia (Area 8), Crater Area (Area 15), 
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and West Piedmont (Area 17) should 
apply for workforce training funding 
through the Virginia Tobacco Indemnifi­
cation and Community Revitalization 
Commission. 

It Is Unclear How Local Boards 
Spend WIA Grant Funds  

Local WIBs have the flexibility to 
decide how WIA grant funds are spent 
on the WIA programs. The goal would 
be to use the funds available for work­
force training in an area in the most effi­
cient and effective way.  If there are 
multiple programs already funding oc­
cupational skills training, for example, 
then the WIA Adult program funds may 
be spent mostly on intensive services, 
such as career planning and case man­
agement, or supportive services, such 
as child care or transportation.  The par­
ticipants could be referred to other pro­
grams that fund training. 

In order for policy makers to make 
informed decisions about funding areas 
of training that need additional re­
sources, they must first have information 
on how current funds are spent. The 
VEC requires program providers and 
local WIBs to request reimbursements 
from their WIA allocations based only on 
whether the expense is for program ac­
tivities or administration activities.  Pro­
gram expenses could include such 
things as training vouchers, supportive 
payments for child care or transporta­
tion, staff to provide intensive services, 
or operating expenses of a one-stop 
center. To better inform policy makers, 
the VEC should collect more detailed 
information on how funds are spent.   

Recommendation (3). The Vir­
ginia Employment Commission should 
require fiscal agents of local workforce 
investment boards to provide detailed 
and consistent expenditure data, which 
should include expenditures on training 
vouchers and supportive services. 
These data should be reported to the 
Virginia Workforce Council at its quar­
terly meetings. 

Local WIBs Have Implemented 
WIA Programs Differently 

In addition to mandating a new 
system for delivering workforce ser­
vices, the WIA re-authorized three work­
force training programs previously ad­
ministered through the Job Training 
Partnership Act (JTPA).  The WIA Adult, 
Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs 
are three of the 17 programs mandated 
to partner with the one-stop service de­
livery system. The WIA gives consider­
able flexibility to states and local WIBs 
to administer these programs based on 
minimum eligibility and service guide­
lines. The VEC transferred that flexibil­
ity to the local WIBs by taking a “hands­
off” approach to administering these 
programs during the first two years.  As 
a result, eligibility, enrollment, exiting, 
and service provision policies vary 
across the State. 

The “exiting” policy (the policy by 
which individuals are removed from a 
program) appears the most trouble­
some, as evidence suggests that some 
service providers may not be in compli­
ance with federal law.  Because per­
formance measures come into play 
once a participant exits one of the pro­
grams, there may be a tendency to keep 
participant cases open when their out­
comes are not successful based on re­
quired measures.  The VEC should clar­
ify the exiting policy and monitor the ad­
herence of service providers to the pol­
icy. 

Recommendation (4). The Vir­
ginia Employment Commission should 
clarify and monitor the policy for exiting 
participants from the WIA programs. 

WIA Training Programs Appear 
to Provide Core Services 

The WIA Adult and Dislocated 
Worker programs may provide core, in­
tensive, and training services to eligible 
participants.  Based on a review of 438 
participant case files, it appears that, on 
average, adults and dislocated workers 
move through the levels of service in a 
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similar way.  As the figure on the next 
page illustrates, 63 percent of the par­
ticipants in the JLARC sample attended 
training through the WIA program.  It is 
important to note that the files did not 
indicate whether WIA vouchers were 
used to pay for training or whether fund­
ing was received by another source and 
the WIA program provided other ser­
vices to support training, such as books, 
supplies, child care, or transportation. 
Of those participants who have exited 
the programs, 72 percent did so with 
unsubsidized employment.  

Preliminary findings show that, on 
average, employment rates and earn­
ings for the population of participants in 
the Adult and Dislocated Worker pro­
grams increased after enrolling in WIA. 
However, in the first three quarters after 
enrolling in WIA, dislocated workers are 
still earning far less that they earned in 
their previous employment. The pro­
grams are only two years old, and there­
fore the long-term effect of these pro­
grams is yet to be determined. These 
trends should be reviewed again as the 
programs mature. 

Virginia is required to report 17 
performance measures for the Adult, 
Dislocated Worker, and Youth pro­
grams.  In FY 2001, the State failed five 
of the performance measures, due in 
large part to the VEC’s inability to collect 
data on four of the measures. This 
complication has since been corrected. 
However, due to inappropriately devel­
oped local performance rates, the State 
has the potential to fail its federal per­
formance measures, even though the 
local areas pass. The VEC should re­
negotiate local rates to correct this prob­
lem. 

Recommendation (5). The Vir­
ginia Employment Commission should 
re-negotiate each of the local workforce 
investment areas’ performance levels 
for the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, 
and Youth programs to ensure that the 
average of the local rates is at least 

equal to the rate negotiated for the 
State. 

Virginia Employment Commission 
Has Not Completed Several 
Mandated Activities, Due in Part 
to a Lack of Authority 

The VEC retains 22 percent of the 
total WIA grants for administration of 
eight mandated activities.  Four of the 
activities are directly related to the ad­
ministration and monitoring of the WIA 
programs. The remaining activities in­
clude assisting in the establishment of 
the one-stop service delivery system, 
providing incentive grants, maintaining 
fiscal and data management systems, 
and administering the Rapid Response 
program.  VEC has completed four of 
the activities and part of a fifth. Three of 
the activities and part of a fourth have 
not been sufficiently completed and 
need improvement.  JLARC staff have 
several recommendations regarding the 
activities completed by VEC, which are 
listed below. 

Recommendation (6). The Vir­
ginia Employment Commission should 
work with the Virginia Workforce Council 
to establish minimum standards that 
training providers must meet in order to 
be re-certified.  The Virginia Employ­
ment Commission should also monitor 
the re-certification process conducted by 
the local workforce investment boards. 

Recommendation (7). The Vir­
ginia Employment Commission should 
work with the Virginia Workforce Council 
to establish measures to evaluate the 
performance of the local workforce in­
vestment boards. 

Recommendation (8). The Vir­
ginia Employment Commission should 
work with the Virginia Workforce Council 
to develop the criteria to evaluate one-
stop centers. 

Recommendation (9). The State 
Dislocated Worker Unit should collect 
basic information on companies ap­
proached and services provided by the 

viii 



276
Training
Services

170
Completed

Training

46
Completion

Pending

Enrollment

Source: JLARC staff analysis of information collected in participants case files.

Core Services Intensive Services Training Services

60
Did Not

Complete
Training

438
Self-Directed
Core Services

4
Exited

14
Remain in

Core Services

90
Exited

54
Remain in
Intensive
Services

420
Intensive
Services

35
Exited

25
Remain
in WIA

112
Exited

58
Remain
in WIAOutcomes

241 Participants Exited …
72 percent with unsubsidized employment
28 percent for other reasons

438
Staff-Assisted
Core Services

100% Exited
with a Job

75% Exited
with a Job

51% Exited
with a Job

75% Exited
with a Job

276
Training
Services

170
Completed

Training

46
Completion

Pending

Enrollment

Source: JLARC staff analysis of information collected in participants case files.

Core Services Intensive Services Training Services

60
Did Not

Complete
Training

438
Self-Directed
Core Services

4
Exited

14
Remain in

Core Services

90
Exited

54
Remain in
Intensive
Services

420
Intensive
Services

35
Exited

25
Remain
in WIA

112
Exited

58
Remain
in WIAOutcomes

241 Participants Exited …
72 percent with unsubsidized employment
28 percent for other reasons

438
Staff-Assisted
Core Services

100% Exited
with a Job

75% Exited
with a Job

51% Exited
with a Job

75% Exited
with a Job

276
Training
Services

170
Completed

Training

46
Completion

Pending

Enrollment

Source: JLARC staff analysis of information collected in participants case files.

Core Services Intensive Services Training Services

60
Did Not

Complete
Training

438
Self-Directed
Core Services

4
Exited

14
Remain in

Core Services

90
Exited

54
Remain in
Intensive
Services

420
Intensive
Services

35
Exited

25
Remain
in WIA

112
Exited

58
Remain
in WIAOutcomes

241 Participants Exited …
72 percent with unsubsidized employment
28 percent for other reasons

438
Staff-Assisted
Core Services

100% Exited
with a Job

75% Exited
with a Job

51% Exited
with a Job

75% Exited
with a Job

Source: JLARC staff analysis of information collected in participants case files.

ix 

Service Path for Participants in the JLARC SampleService Path for Participants in the JLARC SampleService Path for Participants in the JLARC SampleService Path for Participants in the JLARC Sample

276 
Training 
Services 

170 
Completed 

Training 

46 
Completion 

Pending 

Enrollment 

Core Services Intensive Services Training Services 

60 
Did Not 

Complete 
Training 

438 
Self-Directed 
Core Services 

4 
Exited 

14 
Remain in 

Core Services 

90 
Exited 

54 
Remain in 
Intensive 
Services 

420 
Intensive 
Services 

35 
Exited 

25 
Remain 
in WIA 

112 
Exited 

58 
Remain 
in WIAOutcomes 

241 Participants Exited … 
72 percent with unsubsidized employment 
28 percent for other reasons 

438 
Staff-Assisted 
Core Services 

100% Exited 
with a Job 

75% Exited 
with a Job 

51% Exited 
with a Job 

75% Exited 
with a Job 

Note: Sampling errors for the percentage estimates are reported in Appendix G.Note: Sampling errors for the percentage estimates are reported in Appendix G.Note: Sampling errors for the percentage estimates are reported in Appendix G.Note: Sampling errors for the percentage estimates are reported in Appendix G.



Rapid Response program in order to 
evaluate the performance of the pro­
gram, suggest improvements, and re­
port regularly to the Virginia Workforce 
Council. 

Recommendation (10). The Ra­
pid Response regional coordinators 
should report to the Director of the 
Dislocated Worker Unit within the Work­
force Investment Act Division of the Vir­
ginia Employment Commission. 

One of the activities that has not 
been sufficiently completed is the es­
tablishment of a one-stop service de­
livery system.  Part of the difficulty in 
completing this activity is a clear lack of 
authority.  VEC has authority only over 
the six programs administered within its 
own agency. This creates an obstacle 
in assisting local WIBs to facilitate 
partnerships with other programs.  In 
addition, the VEC oversees the one-stop 
centers that are located at VEC field 
offices.  These make up over half of the 
44 comprehensive centers in the State. 
The field offices are clearly accountable 
to the State VEC, but it is unclear how 
accountable they are to the local WIBs, 
which are supposed to be guiding the 
operation of the field offices as one-stop 
centers.  This confusion in authority and 
accountability does not support suc­
cessful system development. 

The State Should Adopt a New State 
Model to Govern Workforce Training 
Programs 

The current structure of governing 
workforce training programs in Virginia 
does not facilitate coordinated, seam­
less service to customers.  As this report 
illustrates: 

• 	There is no State-level coordina­
tion of workforce training pro­
grams. 

• 	There is a clear potential for du­
plication, as many programs 
have similar eligibility require­

ments and provide similar ser­
vices. 

• 	While the components of one-
stop service delivery systems are 
in place, a coordinated system 
as intended by WIA has not 
been realized. 

• 	Local WIBs have had difficulty 
establishing the partnerships 
necessary to facilitate true seam­
less service to customers due to 
a lack of authority over partner 
programs and a lack of commit­
ment from the State. 

• 	The Virginia Employment Com­
mission does not have the au­
thority to effectively facilitate the 
development of a coordinated, 
statewide system of workforce 
training. 

The two characteristics of govern­
ance that are lacking in Virginia’s struc­
ture are authority and accountability. 
There is no individual or entity in State 
government, other than the Governor, 
that has the authority to require and fa­
cilitate effective coordination.  As a re­
sult, programs may be duplicative, one-
stop service delivery is not seamless, 
and funds may be not be used in the 
most efficient way to serve Virginians’ 
employment and training needs.  Be­
cause of the lack of authority over pro­
gram services, it is unclear who, or what 
entity, should be held accountable for 
Virginia’s lack of a coordinated work­
force training system. 

JLARC staff recommend that Vir­
ginia adopt the model presented on the 
following page to facilitate service de­
livery of a multitude of workforce train­
ing programs.   Implementation of the 
model requires that the State:  

• 	consolidate multiple workforce 
training programs within a new 
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agency and assign the new 
agency as the lead agency for 
WIA. 

• 	assign independent staff to the 
Virginia Workforce Council, 
through the Governor’s office, 
the office of the Secretary of 
Commerce and Trade, or a pub-
lic-private partnership. 

• 	designate the Director of the Vir­
ginia Workforce Council as the 
lead for workforce training and 
development in the State. 

This model provides authority 
through the head of the new State 
agency, who is responsible for multiple 
workforce training programs. These 
programs could include Employment 
Service, TANF-funded employment and 
training programs, and WIA programs. 
In addition, it is important to note that 
the other functions of the Virginia Em­
ployment Commission, such as Labor 
Market Information and Unemployment 
Insurance, would be assumed by the 
new agency, since they are integrally 
related to the workforce effort.  The new 
agency would be held accountable for 
the performance of workforce training 
programs and the one-stop service de­
livery system. The Secretary of Com­
merce and Trade should develop a plan 
to facilitate this action.  It is important to 
note that the new agency will not require 
additional staff, since the agency will 
consolidate existing staff who are cur­
rently spread out among multiple agen­
cies. 

The Virginia Workforce Council, 
through its staff Director, who is ap­
pointed by the Governor, is responsible 
for policy direction and the development 
of a one-stop service delivery system. 
This separation of system development 
and program administration also facili­
tates accountability and establishes a 
balanced system that relies on private 
sector direction, through the Council and 

its staff Director, and day-to-day pro­
gram administration through a single 
State agency and its head.  The roles 
and responsibilities for the Council’s 
staff Director and the new State agency 
head are shown in the figure on the next 
page.  As shown, the staff Director of 
the Council is the lead for the State on 
issues related to strategic planning, pol­
icy guidance, and coordinating issues 
crossing agency and Secretarial boun­
daries.  In contrast, the head of the new 
State agency is the lead for the imple­
mentation and administration of the one-
stop service delivery system and the 
programs that are consolidated within 
the new agency. These two individuals 
should work closely to establish a sys­
tem that uses funding in the most effec­
tive manner to provide comprehensive, 
seamless services in support of a quality 
workforce and sustained economic de­
velopment. 

Recommendation (11). The Gen­
eral Assembly may wish to consider 
consolidating workforce training pro­
grams under a new State agency for 
workforce training and development. 
The new agency should also assume 
the functions currently completed by the 
Virginia Employment Commission.  The 
new State agency head should be the 
lead for the implementation and admini­
stration of the one-stop service delivery 
system and the programs consolidated 
within the agency.  The Secretary of 
Commerce and Trade should develop a 
plan for the consolidation into a single 
agency workforce training programs as 
well as other functions currently per­
formed by the Virginia Employment 
Commission. 

Recommendation (12). The Gen­
eral Assembly may wish to consider as­
signing independent staff to the Virginia 
Workforce Council through the Gover-
nor’s office, the office of the Secretary of 
Commerce and Trade, or a public-
private partnership.  The Virginia Work­
force Council, through its staff Director, 
should be the lead for strategic plan­
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I. Introduction


In 1998, Congress initiated a new approach to coordinating federal em­
ployment and training programs with the passage of the Workforce Investment Act 
(WIA).  With a focus on private sector involvement, customer choice, attention to 
employer needs, and state and local flexibility, the legislation developed the frame­
work for a “system” of service delivery to coordinate a myriad of federal workforce 
training programs.  Virginia is in compliance with this federal law, as the required 
components of the WIA service delivery system have been established. However, the 
Commonwealth has not yet met the overall intent of the legislation, and a true sys­
tem of workforce training has not been achieved. 

The WIA provides an opportunity for Virginia to expand on the system 
framework described by the legislation and embrace a new model for serving clients, 
which includes both Virginia citizens and employers.  At “branded” one-stop centers, 
individual clients would recognize and expect access to workforce-related services, 
including training and supportive services. Business clients would expect the cen­
ters to be a source of qualified workers. Only through a change in State structure, 
strong leadership at the highest levels of State government, and a commitment to 
seamless service delivery, will this model be achieved. 

In the 2002-2004 Appropriation Act (Appendix A), the General Assembly 
directed the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) to review the 
administration of the WIA by the Virginia Employment Commission (VEC).  The 
VEC was vested with the responsibility of implementing and administering the WIA 
when it took effect in July of 2000.  The VEC was charged with overseeing the estab­
lishment of a one-stop service delivery system and administering the three work­
force training programs authorized by the legislation. 

In addition to the Appropriation Act mandate, JLARC directed its staff to 
examine the coordination between all workforce training programs administered by 
the Commonwealth to identify the potential for streamlining or coordinating pro­
grams. One of the issues of concern to the Commission was the proliferation of 
workforce training programs administered by multiple State agencies, and the po­
tential for service duplication and inefficiencies. 

Given the challenging economic situation currently faced by Virginia, how 
the Commonwealth spends limited federal and State dollars earmarked for work­
force training is an important public policy issue. Having a quality workforce is one 
key to sustainable economic development.  There is a concern that public dollars 
available to train workers might be bureaucratically entangled rather than serve the 
workforce training needs of Virginia’s citizens and employers. 

This chapter provides background information on workforce training in 
Virginia and discusses the methodology used in this review.  The first section dis­
cusses the individuals served by public workforce training programs and the various 
iterations of federal workforce legislation.  The second section describes how Vir­
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ginia has implemented the Workforce Investment Act.  The third section describes 
the research methods employed by JLARC staff to evaluate both the Common-
wealth’s overall approach to workforce training and the Virginia Employment Com-
mission’s administration of the Workforce Investment Act. 

WORKFORCE TRAINING IN VIRGINIA 

Prior to the passage of the WIA, Congress had initiated three major pieces 
of federal workforce legislation that dated back to the 1960s.  The Manpower Devel­
opment and Training Act (MDTA), the Comprehensive Employment and Training 
Act (CETA), and the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) each authorized and 
funded a variety of workforce training programs that states were required to imple­
ment and administer. Although the WIA also authorized three programs, the legis­
lation departed from previous practice by mandating a method to coordinate multi­
ple workforce training programs. 

Public workforce training efforts serve a variety of individuals.  First, “dis­
located workers” who are laid off or terminated from their jobs due to economic con­
ditions may need training and supportive assistance in their job search.  Second, in­
dividuals who have barriers to employment, such as the disabled, recipients of public 
assistance, or individuals without a high school education, may need education or 
supportive assistance. Lastly, any citizen who is looking for a new job may need as­
sistance in finding appropriate options. 

This section describes the various individuals served by Virginia’s work­
force training effort.  In addition, it must be noted that businesses are also custom­
ers of the workforce training effort, as training is most beneficial when there is em­
ployer demand for those skills.  This section also describes the three major pieces of 
federal workforce legislation and how they were implemented in Virginia. 

Types of Individuals Served by Virginia’s Workforce Training Effort 

Maintaining a quality workforce is one of the keys to sustained economic 
development.  The probability of employers expanding or building in Virginia is in­
creased if there are trained workers to fill necessary positions.  Therefore, although 
individuals are most often the clients of workforce efforts, it is important to keep in 
mind business and industry as the ultimate employers of the workers. 

This section describes the various individuals that workforce training pro­
grams are intended to serve.  The remainder of this section describes several types 
of workers, including: dislocated workers, individuals with barriers to employment, 
and individuals changing careers.  When effectively implemented, the WIA one-stop 
service delivery system would be capable of addressing the needs of all of these indi­
viduals. 

Workers Affected by Economic Conditions.  One of the primary pur­
poses of workforce training programs is to serve workers affected by economic condi­
tions.  The current economic situation in many of Virginia’s localities is challenging. 
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Unemployment rates have risen statewide in Virginia, as shown by Figure 1.  Vir­
ginia has faced an unemployment rate at or above four percent since September of 
2001. Moreover, in some areas of Virginia, mass layoffs at manufacturing and tex­
tile plants have created pockets of laid-off workers who have limited transferable 
skills in regions with little economic growth. 

Due to the recession, re-location of manufacturing industries overseas, the 
tragedy of September 11th, and recent corporate accounting scandals, major layoffs 
continue to impact the Commonwealth’s workforce.  In FY 2002, 121 Virginia busi­
nesses closed or laid off enough workers to trigger a federally required Worker Ad­
justment and Retraining Notification, or WARN. These events affected over 20,000 
workers and have contributed to the statewide average unemployment rate remain­
ing over four percent for the last year. 

Although the average statewide unemployment rate is below the national 
average of 5.7 percent, some of Virginia’s localities are facing double-digit unem­
ployment rates.  In September of 2002, 32 localities had unemployment rates above 
the national average. Of these, ten localities (all in Southside and Southwest Vir­
ginia) had unemployment rates of ten percent or higher, as shown in Figure 2.  The 
highest rate of unemployment was felt by those living in the City of Galax, where 
almost 18 percent of the civilian labor force was unemployed.  These high rates are 
due in part to large plant closings in the manufacturing and textile industries. 

Unemployment Rate in Virginia, July 2000 to September 2002 

Source: Virginia Employment Commission unemployment data, unadjusted. 
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The workers who were affected by the layoffs and plant closures that con­
tributed to the high unemployment rates are referred to as “dislocated workers.” 
Dislocated workers may be in need of many types of services.  For example, some 
workers are laid off from highly skilled jobs and have a good work history and trans­
ferable skills.  These individuals may only need temporary unemployment insurance 
and assistance looking for a new job. Others are laid off from a highly skilled job, 
but their specialized skills were in a technology that has changed.  These individuals 
may need some assistance re-training or upgrading their skills before searching for a 
new job.  Workers who are laid off from unskilled jobs may need additional services. 
For example, they may need some basic education skills before re-training for a new 
position.  The State’s workforce effort is intended to address all of the various needs 
of dislocated workers. 

Individuals Who Have Barriers to Employment.  Another type of 
worker served by public workforce training programs are those individuals who have 
one or more barriers to employment.  For example, there are many recipients of pub­
lic assistance, such as welfare or food stamps, who are required by federal law to 
participate in a workforce employment and training program.   These individuals 
may have other barriers as well, such as limited education or child care needs due to 
being a single parent. 

Other individuals, who are not on public assistance, may also have barriers 
to employment, such as a disability or limited education.  They may have other sup­
portive services needs, such as child care or transportation, that limit their employ­
ment and training options.  These individuals may be in need of developmental ser­
vices before moving into a skills training program. Such services could include 
literacy, GED education, counseling, or job readiness skills such as interviewing and 
resume writing. 

Individuals Changing Jobs or Careers.  There is another group of peo­
ple in the workforce who have not been laid off, are not on welfare, and may have 
few barriers to employment.  They are simply ready for a new job or career.  Vir-
ginia’s workforce effort also needs to serve these individuals, providing a link be­
tween potential employees and businesses. 

Evolution of Federal Workforce Training Programs 

Since the early 1960s, Congress has authorized funding for comprehensive 
workforce training programs to address the needs of clients described in the previ­
ous section. Historically, the authorized programs have been established to provide 
specific services, such as occupational skills training or on-the-job training to a spe­
cific population, such as low-income or dislocated workers.  Although the eligibility 
requirements, services provided, and level of funding changed over the years, the 
general premise of providing training to under-trained populations to support sus­
tained economic development has been a constant theme. 

This section focuses on the history of what are considered the three major 
pieces of comprehensive federal workforce legislation prior to the WIA. Knowledge 
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of these programs is important because of their residual effects on the WIA and Vir-
ginia’s implementation of it.  Exhibit 1 summarizes the titles of each of the three 
Acts and the WIA.  Virginia has established a different method for implementing 
each of the federal Acts, as illustrated in Figure 3.  Currently, the Virginia Employ­
ment Commission (VEC) is the lead agency for the latest legislation, the Workforce 
Investment Act (WIA). 

The Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA) of 1962. In 
the early 1960s, technology was advancing at a rapid rate.  As a result, the nation 
was facing high unemployment rates despite a thriving economy.  To address the 
need to train workers unemployed due to technological advances, Congress passed 
the Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA) of 1962.  This program was 
jointly administered by the U.S. Department of Labor and the U.S. Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Exhibit 1 

Federal Comprehensive Workforce Legislation 

Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA), 1962 
I. Required the U.S. Secretary of Labor to study the nation’s manpower 
II. Authorized funding for training allowances, on-the-job training, and a National Advisory 

Committee 
III. Miscellaneous 

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), 1973 
I. Established prime sponsors, planning councils, manpower plans, and authorized compre­

hensive workforce services 
II. Authorized public employment programs 
III. Authorized programs targeting Native Americans, Alaskan natives, and migrant and sea­

sonal farmworkers.  In addition, this title established research and evaluation methods 
IV. Re-authorized Job Corps 

Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), 1982 
I. Established service delivery areas, private industry councils, performance measures, and a 

state council 
II. Authorized funding for the Adult and Youth programs 
III. Authorized funding for the Dislocated Worker program 
IV. Re-authorized Job Corps, Wagner-Peyser and programs for Native Americans, migrant and 

seasonal farmworkers, and veterans 

The Workforce Investment Act (WIA), 2002 
I. Establishes a one-stop service delivery system and authorizes funding for the Adult, Dislo­

cated Worker, and Youth programs 
II. Amends and re-authorizes the Adult Education and Literacy Act 
III. Amends and re-authorizes the Wagner-Peyser Act 
IV. Amends and re-authorizes the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
V. Authorizes incentive grants and establishes performance measures 

Source: Public Laws 87-415, 93-203, 97-300, and 105-220. 
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The program targeted dislocated workers who were in need of re-training 
for specific jobs.  Federal funds required a fifty-percent state match, and much of the 
control over the program’s administration rested with the states.  Many of the par­
ticipants received on-the-job training, where the program provided the funds for 
training and the employer paid the participants’ wages. 

Two years after the MDTA was enacted, Congress passed the Economic 
Opportunity Act (EOA), which provided funding for employment and training ser­
vices targeted to the impoverished population.  It also created the federal Office of 
Economic Opportunity and local action agencies to administer these services.  Under 
the EOA, the Public Service Careers (PSC) program was established to provide work 
experience to the poor through placement in government agencies, which were often 
located in urban areas accessible to clients.  This was a departure from other pro­
grams, which had focused on moving clients into the private workforce.  One of the 
programs established under the EOA, Job Corps, is still in existence today.  This 
program targets at-risk youth ages 16 to 21 who are out of work and lack the skills 
necessary to obtain employment.  Through a holistic approach to training, youth in 
this residential program may receive basic education, counseling, skills training, and 
job placement assistance.  The program is currently administered directly by the 
Employment and Training Administration (ETA) of the U. S. Department of Labor 
(DOL). 

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) of 1973. 
In an effort to increase local control over the delivery of workforce training services, 
Congress passed the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), which 
superseded the MDTA and the EOA (with the exception of the Job Corps program). 
However, the oil embargo of 1974 and other factors resulted in a national unem­
ployment rate increase from five percent to a high of nine percent in the spring of 
1975. Given the situation, the focus was shifted from a locally operated training 
program to a program creating subsidized public service jobs.  By 1978, when the 
number of public service slots reached its peak, more than $6 billion was supporting 
the slots nationwide. 

In Virginia, the Governor’s Employment and Training Council was estab­
lished, as required by the legislation, to act in an advisory capacity to the Governor. 
The CETA funds were distributed to “prime sponsors” throughout the State to con­
tract with providers for the employment and training services.  Ten of the eleven 
prime sponsors were local government entities serving the State’s urban areas.  The 
remaining prime sponsor was the Virginia Employment Commission, which was 
termed the “balance-of-state” sponsor.  The VEC administered training contracts for 
over half of the State’s CETA clients. 

In 1978, Congress amended CETA to incorporate more local control and 
more cooperation between the business community and the public sector.  In this 
revision, private industry councils (PICs) were developed to advise prime sponsors in 
the use of CETA funds.  The amendments to CETA required that a majority of the 
PIC members must represent the business sector. 
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The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) of 1982. In 1982, Congress 
passed the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), which departed from the approach 
of providing public service jobs and attempted to strengthen the role of local gov­
ernment.  Although JTPA left intact the private industry councils (PICs), it did alter 
their role from advisory to policy making.  Program and funding decisions had to be 
jointly agreed upon by the PIC and the local elected officials in the various localities 
served by the PIC.  State governors were to resolve any disputes between local 
elected officials. 

JTPA authorized funding to provide employment and training services to 
the following populations: dislocated workers, economically disadvantaged adults, 
and economically disadvantaged youth (in-school and out-of-school).  Services in­
cluded on-the-job training, education, and job search assistance.  Fourteen local ser­
vice delivery areas were established in Virginia and the private industry councils 
established under CETA remained to link private industry with public workforce 
training efforts.  As before, at least half of the PIC members had to represent the 
business community. 

New components of the workforce effort under JTPA included mandated 
national performance targets, with incentives for good performance and sanctions 
for poor performance.  Funding was provided directly to the governors’ offices to co­
ordinate JTPA with related social programs.  When JTPA was first implemented in 
Virginia, the Governor’s Employment and Training Division (GETD) was created 
and given authority over the funds.  Several years later, in 1987, the General As­
sembly changed the name of the GETD to the Governor’s Employment and Training 
Department, which had the same responsibilities and acronym. 

THE WORKFORCE INVESTMENT ACT OF 1998 

With the passage of the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, Congress main­
tained the programs created under its predecessor, the Job Training Partnership Act 
(JTPA), but also provided unprecedented flexibility to states and localities to coordi­
nate federal programs and facilitate a union between employers, training providers, 
and job seekers.  Upon implementation in Virginia, then Governor Gilmore placed 
responsibility for administration of the legislation with the Virginia Employment 
Commission (VEC). With this assignment, the responsibility for administering 
workforce training was shifted from the Secretariat of Health and Human Resources 
to the Secretariat of Commerce and Trade, signaling a closer relationship between 
workforce training and economic development. 

The goals of the WIA, according to the U.S. Department of Labor, are: 

1. 	 Streamlining services – by coordinating partners through one-stop 
centers, such that services are accessible to both clients and busi­
nesses. 
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2. 	 Empowering individuals – through individual training accounts al­
lowing customer choice, provision of information on the labor market 
and training providers, and guidance by one-stop system partners. 

3. 	 Universal access – by allowing all citizens to access “core” services, 
including information on labor market, job search assistance, and in­
struction on resume writing and interviewing. 

4. 	 Increased accountability – through negotiated performance meas­
ures focusing on an increase in employment, retention, and earnings.   

5. 	 Strong role for local workforce investment boards and the pri­
vate sector – by strategic planning, developing policy, and overseeing 
the one-stop service delivery system.  

6. 	 State and local flexibility – with substantial authority for the Gov­
ernor and the chief local elected officials. 

7. 	 Improved youth programs – linked to labor market needs. 

To accomplish the above goals, the WIA introduced a system of service de­
livery that focuses around “one-stop” centers, which act as brokers between clients 
and services.  Figure 4 illustrates the substantial change in the model of service de­
livery. As shown on the upper left side of the graphic, there were multiple entry 
points to services in the former model, requiring clients to know where to access 
various services and then go to each of the points of entry.  With WIA, access to the 
services is provided through a single location (one-stop centers) so that clients may 
go to one place and have access to multiple programs and information (bottom left 
side of graphic).  The right side of the graphic illustrates that the one-stop center 
acts as a broker between clients (businesses or individuals) and programs (govern­
ment agencies, non-profit organizations, and training providers). 

Virginia began the process of implementing WIA in 1998 and the WIA sys­
tem was considered implemented on the legislation’s effective date of July 1, 2000. 
Figure 5 illustrates the governance model adopted by Virginia to administer WIA. 
The State level organization consists of a lead agency, the Virginia Employment 
Commission (VEC), and a State board, the Virginia Workforce Council (the Council). 
The local level organization consists of 17 local workforce investment areas, each 
with a local workforce investment board to facilitate private sector involvement and 
development of a one-stop service delivery system.  The following sections describe 
the components of the State governance in detail.  
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State-Level Administration of the Workforce Investment Act  

To facilitate state flexibility, the Workforce Investment Act gives consider­
able authority to the governor to make policy and spending decisions for the WIA 
grant money.  To assist the governor, the WIA requires that each state designate an 
agency to act as lead for administering the WIA grants and a state board to guide 
the state’s workforce training effort.  Upon implementation, the Virginia Employ­
ment Commission became the lead agency for the WIA grants.  The Governor’s Em­
ployment and Training Department, which had administered WIA’s predecessor, the 
Job Training Partnership Act, was disbanded.  In addition, an existing council was 
expanded and renamed the Virginia Workforce Council (the Council) to act as the 
mandated state board for WIA. 

Virginia Employment Commission. Since the early 1980s, the JTPA 
programs had been administered by GETD, an agency within the Secretariat of 
Health and Human Resources. Upon passage of the WIA, a decision had to be made 
whether to leave that responsibility with GETD or to move administration to a new 
agency. Ultimately, the GETD was disbanded and the implementation and admini­
stration responsibilities of the WIA were assigned to the Virginia Employment 
Commission, an agency within the Secretariat of Commerce and Trade.  The VEC 
had been the balance-of-state sponsor under CETA, but had not administered a 
comprehensive workforce training program in 18 years. 

Staff who were working at the VEC during the transition cite several possi­
ble reasons for the establishment of VEC as the lead agency.  First, the VEC already 
administered five of the mandated partner programs.  Second, the WIA legislation 
put a heavy focus on linking workforce training to economic development and the 
VEC was appropriately situated within the Secretariat of Commerce and Trade to 
facilitate such a relationship.  Lastly, the U.S. Department of Labor originally classi­
fied the WIA as a “work first” program, which staff state was consistent with the 
VEC’s mission.  

As lead agency, VEC is the grant recipient for the federal WIA funds and 
completes eight activities that are mandated by the Workforce Investment Act, 
which are listed in Exhibit 2.  These include four activities related to program over­
sight and four other activities, including assisting in the establishment of a one-stop 
service delivery system.  In addition, during the 1999 General Assembly Session, the 
VEC was directed through the Code of Virginia to provide staff to the Virginia Work­
force Council.   The Virginia Community College System is also listed in the Code as 
staff to the Council. 

Virginia Workforce Council.  To establish the State board mandated by 
the WIA, then Governor Gilmore looked to an existing entity, the Workforce Train­
ing Council.  Created during the 1998 General Assembly Session, this council had 
the charge of identifying current and emerging workforce needs, assessing potential 
markets, identifying training needs, creating strategies to match job seekers with 
employers, and certifying courses and training programs.  It was staffed by the Vir­
ginia Community College System. 



Page 14 I. Introduction 

Exhibit 2 

WIA-Related Responsibilities of the VEC 

Responsibilities Mandated by the Workforce Investment Act 

Activities Related to the Oversight of WIA Programs 
1. Maintain a list of eligible training providers. 
2. Conduct performance evaluations at the State and local level. 
3. Provide technical assistance to local areas that do not meet their negotiated performance 

measures. 
4. Provide additional assistance to areas with high concentrations of eligible youth. 

Other Activities 

5. Assist in the establishment and operation of a one-stop delivery system. 
6. Provide incentive grants. 
7. Operate fiscal and data management systems. 
8. Administer a Rapid Response program. 

Responsibilities Mandated by the Code of Virginia 

1. Serve as staff to the Virginia Workforce Council.  

Source:  JLARC staff analysis of the Workforce Investment Act and §2.2-2669 (F) of the Code of Virginia. 

During the 1999 General Assembly Session, the name of this body was 
changed to the Virginia Workforce Council (the Council), and its membership was 
expanded to meet the requirements of the WIA.  The WIA requires that at least a 
majority of the Council members be from the private sector.  As shown in Exhibit 3, 
23 of the 43 members of the Council represent the business community.  In addition, 
the Governor sits on the Council along with ten other secretaries and agency heads. 
Four members are from the General Assembly, and the remaining members are 
from labor and local government.  The Governor appoints all of the members with 
the exception of the two Delegates, appointed by the Speaker of the House, and the 
two Senators, appointed by the Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections. 

The Council acts in an advisory capacity to the Governor and makes recom­
mendations on WIA and other workforce issues.  As shown in Exhibit 4, the WIA leg­
islation states that the Council is responsible for assisting the Governor in multiple 
activities, including the development of a one-stop service delivery system, providing 
incentive grants, and creating a State plan for workforce training.  In addition, Ex­
hibit 4 lists the activities that are required of the Council through the Code of Vir­
ginia. As shown, the body is responsible for certifying non-credit courses that are 
offered by public, private, and proprietary schools and creating strategies to link po­
tential employees to jobs. 
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Exhibit 3 

The 43 Members of the Virginia Workforce Council 

Executive Branch Members (11) 
Governor 
Secretary of Commerce and Trade 
Secretary of Education 
Secretary of Health and Human Resources 
Secretary of Technology 
Director, Department of Business Assistance 
Chancellor, Virginia Community College Sys­

tem 
Director, State Council of Higher Education 
President, Center for Innovative Technology 
Executive Director, Virginia Economic Devel­

opment Partnership  
Commissioner, Virginia Employment Commis-

sion 

Legislators (4) 
2 Delegates, appointed by the Speaker of the 

House 
2 Senators, appointed by the Senate Commit­

tee on Privileges and Elections 

Members Appointed by the Governor 

Business Representatives (23) 
President, Virginia Chamber of Commerce 
President, Virginia Manufacturer’s Association 
1 representative of private non-profit institution 
1 representative of proprietary schools 
1 representative of health care employers 
18 other business representatives 

Labor Representatives (2) 
President, AFL-CIO 
1 other representative of labor 

Other (3) 
1 mayor 
1 chairperson of a county board of supervisors 
1 representative of a community-based or­

ganization delivering workforce activities 

Source: Section 2.2-2669 (B) of the Code of Virginia. 

Local-Level Administration of the Workforce Investment Act 

Prior to implementation of the WIA, Governor Gilmore established 17 
workforce investment areas based on the requests of local elected officials (Figure 6). 
One of the counties or cities in each area was designated as the grant recipient for 
the WIA funds.  In some areas, the grant recipient also acts as the fiscal agent for 
the funds, while in other areas, the grant is written over to a nonprofit entity to act 
as fiscal agent.  Local elected officials established local workforce investment boards 
in each area to assess needs, develop a one-stop service delivery system, and estab­
lish policies for the administration of the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth 
programs.  

Local Workforce Investment Boards and Local Elected Officials. 
The WIA legislation does not limit the number of members on local workforce in­
vestment boards, resulting in boards ranging from 29 to 53 members.  However, it 
does require that a majority of the members represent the private sector.  This fa­
cilitates involvement of local business in the development of a plan to provide work­
force services that meet the needs of industry in the area through a one-stop service 
delivery system.  In addition, the boards are responsible for implementing the WIA 
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Exhibit 4 

Responsibilities of the Virginia Workforce Council 

Responsibilities Mandated by the Workforce Investment Act 

Assist the Governor to: 
1. Designate local areas 
2. Oversee creation of local boards and the one-stop system 
3. Establish policies, guidelines, interpretation 
4. Develop five-year plan 
5. Develop allocation formulas 
6. Submit annual report to DOL  
7. Develop performance measures 
8. Develop incentive grants 
9. Review local plans  
10. Develop linkages in order to assure coordination and nonduplication among programs and 

activities 
11. Certify courses for the Workforce Training Access Program and Fund  
12. Develop a statewide employment statistics system 

Responsibilities Mandated by the Code of Virginia 

1. Identify current and emerging workforce needs. 
2. Assess potential markets for increasing the number of workers available to business. Fore­

cast and identify training requirements for the new workforce. 
3. Create strategies that will match trained workers with available jobs.  
4. Certify non-credit courses and programs of training. 
5. Make alterations from time to time in such approved programs (non-credit).  
6. Seek to identify specific and existing workforce needs with the assistance of regional work­

force centers. 
7. Meet with representatives of each regional workforce center at least annually. 
8. Establish procedures for a Workforce Development Training Fund.  
9. Provide an annual report to the Governor.  

Source: JLARC staff analysis of the Workforce Investment Act and Section 2.2-2670 (A) of the Code of Virginia. 

Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs, which are three of the programs 
mandated to partner with the one-stop service delivery system.  The boards are not 
allowed to administer the programs, but they are responsible for selecting the pro­
viders and establishing policies for the programs. 

Exhibit 5 lists the responsibilities of the local WIBs as mandated by the 
WIA.  It is important to note that many of the activities must be completed with the 
partnership or approval of the chief local elected official (established as such by the 
local elected officials).  The first group of activities support system development, 
such as selecting one-stop operators and entering into memoranda of understanding 
(MOUs) with partner programs.  These MOUs are intended to outline the cost and 
resource sharing of the partner programs with the one-stop service delivery systems. 
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Exhibit 5 

Responsibilities of the Local Workforce Investment Boards  

Activities Related to System Development 

1. Develop a five year plan in partnership with the chief elected official. 
2. Select one-stop operators with the agreement of the chief elected official. 
3. Assist the Governor in developing the statewide employment statistics system.  
4. Coordinate activities with economic development strategies and develop employer link­

ages.  
5. Promote private sector involvement in the one-stop system. 
6. Appoint a youth council. 
7. Enter into memoranda of understanding with partner programs. 
8. Develop a budget subject to approval by the chief elected official. 
9. Establish local policies and conduct oversight of the WIA programs. 

Activities Related to the Administration of the WIA Programs 

1. Select eligible Youth program providers, eligible intensive service providers for the Adult 
and Dislocated Worker program, and eligible training providers. 

2. Negotiate performance measures with the chief elected official and the Governor. 

Source: JLARC staff review of the Workforce Investment Act. 

These partnerships will be discussed in more detail in Chapter III.  The second 
group of activities in Exhibit 5 includes those necessary to administer the WIA 
Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs.  Local WIBs are responsible for des­
ignating program providers and negotiating the level of performance expected of the 
programs.  

One-Stop Centers.  A one-stop center is a physical location where indi­
viduals or businesses may access various workforce services.  There are three types 
of centers, comprehensive, satellite, and informational, which are defined below: 

• 	 A comprehensive center is one in which core services (for example, intake, 
job search assistance, labor market and training information) are pro­
vided and there is access to all mandated partners. 

• 	 A satellite center may be any entity that provides services as determined 
by the assessment of local needs by the local WIB.  If any WIA money con­
tributes to a satellite center operations, then core services must be pro­
vided. 

• 	 An informational center is one that provides information, electronic link­
ages, or referral to other centers in the system. 

As mentioned above, the local WIBs are responsible for selecting the opera­
tors of the one-stop centers.  Operators may be chosen through a competitive bidding 
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process or by establishing a “consortium operator,” which must include at least three 
entities that administer mandated partner programs.  Three areas are now using 
the competitive bidding process, while the remaining areas have established consor­
tium operators. 

The WIA legislation requires that there be at least one comprehensive one-
stop center in each local workforce investment area.  There are currently 44 compre­
hensive one-stop centers in Virginia, which are illustrated in Figure 6 on page 17. 
In addition, there are currently 26 satellite centers and 15 informational centers in 
Virginia. Centers are located at a variety of places, as shown in Table 1.  The major­
ity of the comprehensive centers, 28 of the 44 centers, are located at VEC field of­
fices.  An additional seven comprehensive centers are located at community colleges. 
Other centers are located at local departments of social services and nonprofit or­
ganizations. 

Mandated Partner Programs. The WIA requires that 17 federally 
funded programs partner with the one-stop service delivery systems.  These pro­
grams are required by the WIA legislation to do the following: 

• 	 make core services available through the one-stop service delivery sys­
tem, 

• 	 use a portion of program funds (to the extent not inconsistent with fed­
eral regulations) to create and maintain one-stop centers and provide 
core services, 

• 	 enter into a memorandum of understanding with local boards, and 

• 	 provide representation on local boards. 

As shown in Exhibit 6, of the 17 mandated programs 11 are workforce 
training programs administered by the State.  Three of the programs primarily pro- 

Table 1 

Location of Comprehensive and Satellite  
One-Stop Centers 

Location Comprehensive Satellite 
Virginia Employment Commission field offices 28 5 
Local community colleges 7 2 
Sites operated by local government consortiums 6 3 
Local departments of social services 1 5 
For-profit organizations 1 1 
Nonprofit organizations 1 10 
     Total  44 26 

Source: JLARC analysis of survey of one-stop operators. 
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Exhibit 6 

17 Mandated Partner Programs 

  State Administered Workforce Training Programs 

1. Adult Education and Literacy Programs 
2. Employment Service 
3. Post-Secondary Career and Technical Education Perkins (Title I) 
4. Senior Community Service Employment Program 
5. Trade Adjustment Assistance Programs 
6. Veterans Employment and Training Programs 
7. Vocational Rehabilitative Services 
8. Welfare-to-Work 
9. WIA Adult Program 
10. WIA Dislocated Worker Program 
11. WIA Youth Program

  State Administered Programs that Primarily Provide Supportive Services 

12. Community Services Block Grant  
13. HUD Employment and Training Programs 
14. Unemployment Insurance 

  Workforce Training Not Administered by Virginia 

15. Job Corps (administered by the U.S. Department of Labor) 
16. Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers Program (administered by a nonprofit organiza­

tion) 
17. Native Americans Employment and Training Programs (administered by a nonprofit 

organization) 

Source:  JLARC staff analysis of the Workforce Investment Act. 

vide supportive services and three of the programs are administered by either the 
federal government or a nonprofit organization.  

WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth Programs. 

In addition to mandating a new approach to delivering workforce services, 
the WIA legislation authorized the Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs. 
These are three of the 17 programs mandated to partner with the one-stop service 
delivery system.  The WIA grants used to administer these programs are received by  
the VEC, which acts as the Commonwealth’s fiscal agent.  As described below, a por­
tion of the funds remain with the VEC for administration and statewide activities. 
The remainder is allocated to 17 local workforce investment areas through each 
area’s grant recipient. The local WIBs, with agreement of the local elected officials, 
have authority over how those dollars are spent. 
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Funding. The federal allotments for the WIA program funding, which do 
not require a State or local match, are based on formulas that compare each state’s 
unemployment rate and number of disadvantaged individuals to the same measures 
in other states. Appendix C provides a complete description of the formulas for each 
of the programs. 

As Figure 7 illustrates, the WIA authorizes the lead agency, VEC, to retain 
up to 15 percent of each program’s total allocation to provide administrative services 
(up to five percent) and statewide activities (10 percent). The 15 percent from each 
program is co-mingled at the State level, and no eligibility requirements or perform­
ance measurements are attached to the funds. In addition, the VEC is authorized to 
retain up to 25 percent of the Dislocated Worker dollars to administer a Rapid Re-
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sponse program.  This program provides information and services to employees fac­
ing a pending layoff. Currently, VEC retains the maximum amount allowed for 
state administration and statewide activities (15 percent) and Rapid Response (25 
percent). 

The WIA legislation requires that at least 85 percent of the Adult and 
Youth grant and 60 percent of the Dislocated Worker grant be allocated to the 17 
local areas.  For the Youth program, local WIBs designate the service provider based 
on a competitive bidding process.  Local WIBs have more flexibility with the Adult 
and Dislocated Worker programs.  For example, if the area has a consortium opera­
tor (as discussed on pages 18-19), the local board may choose to designate one or 
more of the consortium members as the program administrator.  The board may also 
designate a provider through a competitive bidding process. 

Adult and Dislocated Worker Programs. Eligibility for the Adult and 
Dislocated Worker programs differ, but the services are similar.  To be eligible for 
the Adult program, an individual must be 18 years of age, able to work in the United 
States, and be in compliance with Selective Service requirements.  In addition, local 
WIBs must establish a priority of service for the Adult program if it determines that 
funds for employment and training are limited in the area.  If funds are determined 
to be limited, the WIA states that first priority must be given to low-income partici­
pants.  Participants are eligible for the Dislocated Worker program if they have been 
laid off, have received notification of termination or layoff, or are dislocated home­
makers.  

Services offered by the Adult and Dislocated Worker programs are catego­
rized into three tiers, as presented below: 

• 	 Core services include intake, outreach, orientation to the one-stop cen­
ter, eligibility determination, initial assessment, job search and 
placement assistance, career counseling, information on supportive 
services, information on filing Unemployment Insurance claims, and 
information on programs and the labor market. 

• 	 Intensive services include group and individual counseling, compre­
hensive skills assessment, case management, career planning, and 
short-term prevocational services. 

• 	 Training services include funding for occupational skills training, on-
the-job training, skills upgrading, entrepreneurial training, job readi­
ness training, adult education and literacy activities, and customized 
training for an employer who commits to hiring. 

Core services are typically provided through one-stop centers. As men­
tioned earlier in this chapter, comprehensive centers must provide core services and 
access to programs such as the WIA Adult and Dislocated Worker programs.  In 
some areas, the entity managing the one-stop center, such as a VEC field office, also 
administers these programs.  In other areas, a contractor provides the intensive ser­
vices outside of the one-stop center. 
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The training services were established with a focus on customer choice.  If 
an eligible participant moves into training, he or she is issued a voucher for a certain 
amount that may be used for any training program that has been certified by the 
local WIB. A statewide list of certified providers, such as community colleges and 
proprietary schools, maintained by the VEC, provides the participant information on 
the programs to assist the participant in his or her decision.  Local WIBs determine 
the training voucher limit. 

It is important to note that the WIA training vouchers are considered 
“funds of last resort.”  This means that if the client is eligible for financial aid grants 
or other assistance, then those funds must be used towards training first.  WIA 
funds may also be used to pay for supportive services.  For example, if a client does 
receive a financial aid grant or other funds to pay for his or her skills training, WIA 
programs may provide funds for child care or transportation to support the client’s 
training. 

Youth Program.  Eligibility for the Youth program requires that the indi­
vidual is between the ages of 14 and 21, is low-income, and falls within at least one 
of the following categories: 

• 	 deficient in basic skills (reads, writes, speaks, or computes at less than 
the eighth grade level), 

• 	 school dropout, 

• 	 homeless, runaway, or foster child, 

• 	 pregnant or parenting, 

• 	 offender, or 

• 	 requires additional assistance to complete an education program or 
secure employment (such as disabled). 

Instead of three tiers of services, each Youth program contractor must 
make available ten specific services, which are listed in Exhibit 7.  As shown, these 
include a range of employment and training services, such as occupational skills 
training, supportive services, summer employment, and mentoring.  The services 
provided to each youth participant may be determined by the program provider 
based on the objective assessment of the participant. 

Program Performance.  WIA mandates that states track 17 performance 
measures for clients enrolled in the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker and Youth pro­
grams.  The measures relate to job attainment, retention rates, change in earnings, 
and attainment of credentials, and rely on data from the program providers as well 
as earnings data collected by the Virginia Employment Commission. Exhibit 8 lists 
the performance measures for the three programs.  It is important to note that the 
Youth program is measured by the performance for younger youth (ages 14 to 18) 
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Exhibit 7 

Youth Program Services 

1. Tutoring, study skills training, and instruction leading to secondary school 
 completion, including dropout prevention strategies 

2. Alternative secondary school offerings 
3. Summer employment opportunities 
4. Paid and unpaid work experiences 
5. Occupational skills training 
6. Leadership development opportunities 
7. Supportive services 
8. Adult mentoring for at least twelve months 
9. Follow-up services 
10. Comprehensive guidance and counseling 

Source:  JLARC staff analysis of the Workforce Investment Act. 

Exhibit 8 

Performance Measures For the WIA Programs 

WIA Program Performance Measure 

Adult 

1. Entered employment rate 
2. Employment retention rate at six months 
3. Average earnings change in six months 
4. Entered employment and credential rate 

Dislocated worker 
5. Entered employment rate 
6. Employment retention rate at six months 
7. Earnings replacement rate in six months 
8. Entered employment and credential rate 
9. Entered employment rate 

Older youth 10. Employment retention rate at six months 
(aged 19-21 years) 11. Average earnings change in six months 

12. Entered employment/education/ training and credential rate 

Younger youth 
(aged 14-18 years) 

13. Skill attainment rate 
14. Diploma or equivalent attainment 
15. Placement and retention rate 

All types 
16. Customer satisfaction for participants 
17. Customer satisfaction for employers 

Source: Section 666.100 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 
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and older youth (ages 19 to 21).  The performance measures are discussed in detail 
in Chapter IV. 

JLARC REVIEW 

JLARC initiated the review of workforce training by a unanimous vote of 
the Commission in November of 2000.  In addition to that directive, Item #130-E2 of 
the 2002-2004 Appropriation Act directed JLARC to evaluate the administration of 
the WIA by the Virginia Employment Commission and assess the feasibility of 
transferring administration to another State agency.  At its May 2002 meeting, the 
Commission approved the basic study definitions and approach followed in this re­
view. 

JLARC staff identified several research issues on which to focus the review 
and satisfy the requirements of the study mandates.  A discussion of the methods 
used to address these issues is presented in the remaining sections of this chapter. 

Issue 1:  How are workforce training programs organized and funded in Vir­
ginia? 

Issue 2:  Has the proliferation of training programs diluted Virginia’s train­
ing effort, resulting in duplication and inefficiencies? 

Issue 3:  Are local areas effectively administering and coordinating workforce 
training? 

Issue 4:  Is the Virginia Employment Commission effectively administering 
the Workforce Investment Act? 

Issue 5:  Should the administration of the Workforce Investment Act be 
transferred to another State agency? 

Review of Statewide Workforce Training Programs (Issues 1 and 2) 

This section explores the many workforce training programs administered 
by the Commonwealth.  As part of this review, JLARC staff identified a set of pro­
grams that would be considered workforce training for the purposes of this review 
and surveyed the appropriate program administrators.  Once information on fund­
ing, eligibility, services offered, and location was provided through the surveys, 
JLARC staff conducted an analysis to determine each program’s potential for dupli­
cation and inefficiency.  

Defining Workforce Training Programs.  JLARC staff identified 22 
State-administered workforce training programs in Virginia.   However, it is impor­
tant to note that definitions of workforce training vary between administrators.  At 
the start of this review, JLARC staff interviewed 25 Secretaries and agency heads, 
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asking for the definition of workforce training.  The definitions varied.  Some defini­
tions included all education programs, kindergarten through post doctorate educa­
tion.  Other definitions focused only on specific training for the disadvantaged or un­
employed. 

JLARC staff used the following methodology, approved by the Commission 
in May 2002, in selecting workforce training programs for review on the issue of or­
ganization and funding: 

• 	 First, the programs had to primarily provide education, 
employment, and/or training services that would advance 
an individual’s ability to obtain or sustain employment.  (Of 
the WIA mandated partner programs, two were excluded 
due to this rule, HUD-employment and training programs 
and the Community Development Block Grant.  The admin­
istrators of these programs informed JLARC staff that 
these programs provide primarily supportive services). 

• 	 Second, the programs had to be administered by the State, 
meaning that the funds for the program flowed through the 
State treasury at one point.  (Of the WIA mandated partner 
programs, three were excluded because they are not admin­
istered by the State:  Job Corps, which is federally adminis­
tered, and programs for Native Americans and programs 
for migrant and seasonal farmworkers, which are both ad­
ministered by nonprofit agencies, directly funded by the 
U.S. Department of Labor.) 

• 	 Third, all primary and secondary school education and 
training were excluded.  (One exception to this rule is the 
WIA Youth program, because JLARC staff were specifically 
requested by the General Assembly through the 2002-2004 
Appropriation Act to examine WIA programs.) 

• 	 Fourth, all programs serving Virginia’s inmates were ex­
cluded. 

• 	 Fifth, higher education degree programs were excluded. 

As a result of applying these rules, JLARC staff established the list of 22 
programs presented in Exhibit 9.  Due to the limitations JLARC staff placed on the 
programs under review, there are training services available to Virginia’s citizens 
besides those listed in Exhibit 9.  In addition to the excluded programs, there are 
privately funded education and training providers as well as programs that are 
funded by local governments.  These various programs were not included in the 
analysis of statewide coordination because the State does not have authority over 
the administration of these programs. 



Page 27 I. Introduction 

Exhibit 9 

State Administered Workforce Training Programs 
Identified by JLARC Staff  

Program Name Administering Agency/Agencies Mandate 

Senior Community Services 
Employment Program 

Department for the Aging  Federal 

Adult Education and Literacy Department of Education Federal 
Education for Independence Department of Education Federal 

Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
Department of Rehabilitative Services 
Department for the Blind and Vision 
Impaired 

Federal 

Centers for Employment and Training Department of Social Services Federal 
Economic Employment Improvement 
Program for Disabled Persons 

Department of Social Services Federal 

Food Stamp Employment and Training 
Program 

Department of Social Services Federal 

Opportunity Knocks Department of Social Services Federal 
Virginia Initiative for Employment not 
Welfare 

Department of Social Services Federal 

Welfare-to-Work Department of Social Services Federal 
Post-Secondary Career and Technical 
Education (Perkins Title I) Virginia Community College System Federal 

Employment Service Virginia Employment Commission Federal 
Trade Adjustment Assistance Programs Virginia Employment Commission Federal 
Veterans Employment and Training 
Programs 

Virginia Employment Commission Federal 

WIA Adult Program Virginia Employment Commission Federal 
WIA Dislocated Worker Program Virginia Employment Commission Federal 
WIA Youth Program Virginia Employment Commission Federal 
Workforce Services Department of Business Assistance State 
Occupational Adult and Career and 
Technical Education 

Department of Education State 

Workforce Services for Regional 
Competitiveness Partnerships 

Department of Housing and Community 
Development 

State 

Virginia Registered Apprenticeship 
Program 

Department of Labor and Industry 
Virginia Community College System 

State 

Workforce Development Services Virginia Community College System State 

Source: JLARC staff analysis. 

Survey of Program Directors.  JLARC staff discovered that prior to this 
review, there was no regularly updated, central source of information on funding, 
eligibility, and clients served for workforce training programs in Virginia.  To estab­
lish a summary of information, JLARC staff surveyed the program director for each 
of the 22 workforce training programs administered by the State.  Some of the in­
formation collected from the survey is presented in comparison form in Chapter II. 
Appendix D presents detailed information on each program in a consistent format. 
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Program Data Were Collected and Analyzed to Assess the Potential 
for Duplication, But Client File Reviews to Assess Actual Duplication Was 
Beyond the Scope of the Review. With the information collected in the surveys, 
JLARC staff reviewed the eligibility requirements, services provided, and service 
delivery locations to examine whether any of the programs have the potential for 
duplication and inefficiency.  JLARC staff then reviewed the current level of coordi­
nation at the local and State level.  In addition, JLARC staff examined case exam­
ples identified through interviews and surveys that suggested duplication.  Chapter 
II discusses the JLARC staff findings and identifies programs that have the poten­
tial for duplication and inefficiencies if not effectively coordinated. 

To determine whether programs are truly duplicative, JLARC staff would 
have to compare client lists and examine files of clients enrolled in multiple pro­
grams.  File reviews could reveal whether programs actually provided similar ser­
vices to the same clients.  However, due to data and time constraints, JLARC staff 
did not conduct this analysis.  

Review of Local Implementation of the Workforce Investment Act (Issue 3) 

As directed by the 2002-2004 Appropriation Act, JLARC staff reviewed the 
implementation of the WIA system and WIA programs as part of the overall review 
of the Virginia Employment Commission as State administrator of the WIA.  To ex­
amine the one-stop service delivery system, JLARC staff requested and reviewed 
multiple documents, surveyed and interviewed local staff in all areas, and conducted 
site visits in nine of the 17 workforce investment areas.  To examine the WIA pro­
grams, JLARC conducted file reviews for a sample of WIA participants in the Adult 
and Dislocated Worker programs.  In addition, JLARC staff compared pre- and post-
program earnings for the population of participants in all WIA programs and the 
sample of participants in the Adult and Dislocated Worker programs.  The findings 
for this section are presented in Chapters III and IV. 

Document Review.  Each local WIB has considerable flexibility in estab­
lishing their service delivery system and contracting for intensive and training ser­
vices for the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs.  Therefore, 
JLARC staff requested local plans, memoranda of understanding, budgets, and 
training materials from each local workforce investment board (WIB).  Through an 
in-house data collection instrument, the system and funding were systematically re­
corded in order to compare between areas.  The findings from this analysis are pre­
sented in Chapter III. 

Interviews with  WIB Directors.  To contribute to the understanding of 
how local systems operate, JLARC staff interviewed each of the 17 local WIB direc­
tors.  The chairs of the local WIBs were also invited to participate in the interview, 
and in many areas, the chair chose to participate. Of the director interviews, 11 
were conducted in person and six were completed over the telephone. 

Survey of One-Stop Operators. JLARC staff identified all satellite and 
comprehensive one-stop centers that were providing services during FY 2002 or were 
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providing services starting on July 1, 2002.  Each of the identified one-stop centers 
were surveyed to explore the types of services available, the flow of participants, the 
source of funding, the level of staffing, and the type of partnerships that had been 
established.  Of the 76 center operators surveyed, 75 responded. 

Survey of Local Workforce Investment Board Members.  Local work­
force investment boards (WIBs) are the central entity designing and coordinating 
workforce training activities for each area. Therefore, JLARC staff selected a sam­
ple of past and current board members to survey regarding a broad range of WIA 
issues.  As part of a data request, local WIB directors provided the names and status 
of every board member since the start of WIA.  The list of over 900 members was 
stratified into three groups: past members, current business members, and current 
non-business members. 

For all members, the survey addressed issues such as the challenges faced 
during implementation, difficulties administering the legislation, and the relation­
ship of the local board to the Council and State staff.  For past members, the survey 
asked why the individual left the board. As Table 2 illustrates, the response rate 
was about 36 percent overall. 

Site Visits.  JLARC staff selected nine local workforce investment areas in 
which to conduct site visits.  The areas were selected to account for as much varia­
tion between areas as possible. Such variation includes: 

• unemployment rate, 

• region of the State, 

• presence of Coordinated Economic Relief Centers, and 

• best practices and unique system characteristics. 

Table 3 shows the nine areas that were chosen for review and the criteria 
that allowed the area to be selected.  As shown, five areas were visited due to unique 
system characteristics.  Areas 1 and 6 were suggested to JLARC staff as areas that 
appear to be operating well-organized systems that effectively meet the needs of 
their citizens.  Therefore, they were reviewed as possible best practices systems.  Ar­
eas 9 and 10 are unique in their physical design, as the City of Richmond (Area 9) is 
surrounded completely by the Capital Area (Area 10).  In addition, the WIBs in Area 
9 and 10 have the same chairman and many of the same members.  Lastly, Area 2 is 
unique in that it is one of only two areas that selected its one-stop centers based on a 
competitive bidding process when establishing the WIA system in FY 2001. 

Each visit involved interviewing the local WIB director, attending a local 
board meeting (seven areas) or an executive committee meeting (one area), visiting 
at least one comprehensive one-stop center, talking to one-stop staff, and conducting 
file reviews (seven areas).  During the site visits, JLARC staff also visited the four 
Governor’s Coordinated Economic Relief Centers (CERCs) located in three workforce 
investment areas. 
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Table 2 

Response Rate for the JLARC Survey of 
Local Workforce Investment Board Members 

Sample Group Number 
Surveyed 

Number of Re­
spondents 

Response 
Rate 

Past Members 97 24 25% 

Current Non-Business Members 102 53 52% 

Current Business Members 105 33 31% 

Total 304 110 36% 

Source: JLARC staff analysis. 

Table 3 

Population and Unemployment Rates of 
Local Workforce Investment Areas Visited by JLARC Staff 

Unemployment Rate UniqueWIA Area* Region CERC** High Low System 
above 7% under 4% 

1 – Southwestern Virginia  Southwest 9 
2 – New River/Mount Rogers Southwest 9 9 
6 – Workforce Today! Central9 9 
8 – South Central  Southside 9 9 
9 – Capital Area Central9 9 
10 – City of Richmond Central 9 

Northern 
11 – Northern Virginia 9 Virginia 
16 – Hampton Roads Tidewater 
17 – West Piedmont  Southside 9 9 
* See Figure 6 for location of WIA areas. 
** Coordinated Economic Relief Center.  

Source:  JLARC staff analysis.

 File Reviews.  JLARC staff reviewed the case files for participants in the 
WIA Adult and Dislocated Worker programs to examine the flow of participants 
through the WIA programs and the outcomes for those participants.  Participants 
who were enrolled in WIA during the first program year (July 2000 to June 2001) 
were selected for review.  Some local staff argue that this time period was during 
implementation of a brand new program and is not reflective of how the programs 
currently operate.  However, choosing this time period was necessary in order to al­
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low enough time post enrollment to track client flow.  In order  to address possible  
changes in service delivery since the first program year, JLARC staff discussed cases 
and service delivery with the one-stop center staff and local WIB directors. 

Although the Virginia Employment Commission does maintain a central­
ized database to track WIA participants, this database did not provide sufficient in­
formation for our review for two reasons.  First, the database in effect during the 
first year did not collect sufficient certification or training information. Second, sev­
eral local administrators informed JLARC staff that data entry was several months 
behind due to the complexity of the system.  Therefore, in order to get the most up-
to-date, accurate information, JLARC staff relied on data from the paper files. 

JLARC staff selected a random sample of Adult and Dislocated Worker 
program participants who enrolled during FY 2001.  Participants in the Youth pro­
gram were not reviewed in detail due to time constraints.  Only seven of the nine 
areas designated for a site visit enrolled at least 35 new adult participants or  35 
new dislocated worker participants into the WIA programs in FY 2001.  Therefore, 
JLARC staff reviewed files for 438 participants in seven areas, as summarized in 
Table 4. 

Earnings Analysis.  For all participants who enrolled into one of the three 
WIA programs during FY 2001, JLARC staff examined the change in their earned 
income before and after enrollment.  To complete this analysis, the Virginia Em­
ployment Commission provided access to wage records maintained by social security 
number.  The wage records for four quarters prior to enrollment and three quarters 
post enrollment were matched to WIA participants. 

Table 4 

JLARC Study Sample 

Local 
Area 

Adults Dislocated Workers 
Enrollments 
in FY 2001 

JLARC 
Sample Percent Enrollments 

in FY 2001 
JLARC 
Sample Percent 

1 137 33 24 57 35 61 
2 252 35 14 216 35 16 
6 90 36 40 134 33 25 
8 119 31 26 52 32 62 

10 109 31 28 35 33 94 
11 110 33 30 2 2 100 
16 235 34 15 89 35 39 

Total 1,052 233 22 585 205 35 

Source:  JLARC staff analysis of Virginia Employment Commission participant data. 
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Review of the Administration of the Workforce Investment Act 
by the Virginia Employment Commission (Issues 4 and 5)  

To study the administration of the Workforce Investment Act by the VEC, 
JLARC staff identified the activities that the legislation requires of a lead agency. 
JLARC staff evaluated whether these activities have been sufficiently completed by 
reviewing budgets, documents, and conducting a WIA Division staff survey.  In addi­
tion, through various research activities, JLARC staff examined the ability of the 
VEC to build a coordinated system of workforce training. 

Review of Budget and Documents.  To explore exactly how WIA dollars 
are spent by the VEC, JLARC staff examined its budget and expenditure documents. 
Although the VEC does not record expenditures through the State’s Centralized Ac­
counting and Reporting System (CARS) in enough detail for the purposes of this re­
view, VEC does maintain internal expenditure spreadsheets.  These were requested 
and provided by VEC staff along with other documents, such as policies, timelines 
for the new data system, and the budget for the new fiscal year. 

Survey of the WIA Division Staff of the VEC.  The staff overseeing the 
WIA system and programs are housed within the WIA Division of the VEC.  Only 
four of the WIA Division staff members have been with the Division since implemen­
tation, while the remaining 12 have joined the VEC over the last two years.  JLARC 
staff surveyed the WIA Division staff regarding such issues as implementation, chal­
lenges to administering the WIA, and their perceptions of whether the Division is 
effective in providing guidance and leadership to the system.  All sixteen staff who 
were surveyed responded. 

Survey of Virginia Workforce Council Members. JLARC staff sent a 
letter to each of the 43 members of the Virginia Workforce Council inviting them to 
participate in a three question telephone survey regarding the work of the Council 
and the state of workforce training in the Commonwealth.  JLARC staff followed-up 
each letter with a phone call and conducted interviews with 36 members of the 
Council. 

Surveys and Interviews of Local Staff.  As explained in the previous 
section, JLARC staff interviewed WIB directors and surveyed one-stop operators 
and local WIB members.  Through these instruments, local staff and board members 
were questioned as to their relationship with VEC staff and were asked to rate the 
agency on responsiveness and timeliness.  Also, the local staff were asked what 
types of additional assistance would be welcomed from the State WIA Division of 
VEC. 

Review of Other States.  JLARC staff conducted a review of several states 
to examine how they have implemented the WIA legislation.  States included Penn­
sylvania (which is in Virginia’s DOL region), Texas, Florida, and Michigan.  These 
states were chosen because they all implemented WIA earlier than Virginia and 
they each have components of governance that are different from Virginia’s model. 
Research activities for the review of other states included a document review and at 
least one telephone interview with lead agency staff in each state. 
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REPORT ORGANIZATION 

The remaining chapters in this report present the results of JLARC’s staff 
review of workforce training in Virginia.  Chapter II discusses the organization of 22 
State-administered workforce training programs.  This chapter also addresses how 
these programs coordinate and whether there is a potential for duplication and inef­
ficiencies among the many programs.  Chapter III provides information on how the 
local workforce investment boards have implemented the one-stop service delivery 
systems and best practices for system development.  In addition, this chapter dis­
cusses the various ways local WIBs have implemented the WIA Adult, Dislocated 
Worker, and Youth programs. 

Chapter IV presents an evaluation of outcomes for all WIA program par­
ticipants.  In addition, it presents the findings from a review of case files for a sam­
ple of participants in the WIA Adult and Dislocated Worker programs.  Chapter V 
discusses the administration of WIA by the Virginia Employment Commission.  This 
chapter also provides a discussion of alternative structures to govern workforce 
training programs, including a review of other states. 
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II: Workforce Training Programs  


Workforce training programs in Virginia consist of a patchwork of primarily 
federally funded programs administered by ten State agencies over three secretari­
ats.  Fragmentation and limited coordination between State agencies have report­
edly caused confusion and frustration for both employers and individuals seeking 
services.  Concerned that the proliferation of programs may create inefficiencies 
through duplicative service delivery, the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Com­
mission (JLARC) directed its staff to review the issue. 

Currently, there is no formal State-level coordination among all of the 22 
State-administered programs, which provide a variety of employment and training 
services ranging from basic job search assistance to specific skills training.  Ap­
proximately $255.8 million was allocated for these services in fiscal year 2002, of 
which over two thirds was federal funding.  The majority of the funds were targeted 
towards programs serving the economically disadvantaged and the disabled, as 
mandated by federal legislation. 

Although the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) provides a framework to 
streamline and coordinate workforce training programs by creating a one-stop ser­
vice delivery system and mandating certain programs to partner with the system, 
effective coordination of services has not been achieved in Virginia.  One primary 
reason for the lack of coordination is that the legislation requires only half of the 22 
identified workforce training programs to partner with the system statewide, while 
the others may coordinate services at the discretion of the Governor or the local 
workforce investment boards.  Thus far, the Governor has not mandated any addi­
tional programs to work with the system, and formal local coordination is limited. 
As a result, the fragmentation of programs at the State and local level without full 
coordination means that there is still potential for duplication and inefficiency in the 
system, despite the provisions of the WIA. 

This chapter provides information on the 22 State-administered workforce 
training programs identified by JLARC staff.  The first section explains how these 
programs are funded and organized within State government.  In addition, this 
chapter explores the potential for duplication and inefficiency among these pro­
grams.  The second section describes workforce training programs that appear to 
provide similar services to a similar target group and how these programs are or are 
not coordinated. 

ORGANIZATION AND FUNDING OF 
STATE-ADMINISTERED WORKFORCE TRAINING PROGRAMS 

As explained in Chapter I, JLARC staff identified 22 State-administered 
workforce training programs currently operating in Virginia.  As Figure 8 illus­
trates, the workforce training programs are administered by ten different State 
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agencies under three secretariats.  In FY 2002, the State allocated $255.8 million for 
these programs, of which two thirds was federal funding for federally mandated pro­
grams.  The agencies within the Secretariat of Health and Human Resources re­
ceived over half of the total funding (Figure 9) to administer workforce training pro­
grams that are primarily targeted to the disabled and the economically 
disadvantaged. 

Most workforce training programs provide services to individuals and busi­
nesses statewide. However, the location of the services at the local level varies by 
program.  For example, some services are provided at local departments of social 
services, while others are provided at local Virginia Employment Commission (VEC) 
field offices, or through nonprofit organizations that receive program funds.  In addi­
tion, some of the services may be accessed through one-stop centers. 

The following sections describe State-administered workforce training pro­
grams in Virginia. The first section discusses the current and past funding and the 
second section discusses program services. In addition to the description of program 
services presented in this chapter, detailed information on each program is provided 
in Appendix D. 

Education 
$34.1 million 

Funding of Workforce Training Programs by Secretariat 
State Fiscal Year 2002 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys of workforce training program administrators. 
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Commerce and Trade
$76.9 million

Health and Human
Resources

$144.8 million

Total Funding = $255.8 million

State-Administered Workforce Training Programs 
Are Primarily Funded by Federal Dollars 

In FY 2002, Virginia allocated $255.8 million to administer 22 workforce 
training programs. Of those funds, $173 million, or over two thirds, were federal 
dollars. State General Fund dollars and local government contributions made up 
the remaining $83 million, with over 70 percent of those funds serving as a required 
match to federal grants.  Programs that are primarily funded by federal dollars are 
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each guided by their own federal legislation with individual missions, performance 
measures, and outcomes.  As a result, programs operate independently, which cre­
ates barriers for states attempting to coordinate programs that may offer similar 
services or serve similar populations. 

Table 5 provides a detailed list of the funds allocated by source for each of 
the workforce training programs.  Two programs, the Virginia Registered Appren­
ticeship and the Vocational Rehabilitation Services programs, are each listed twice 
in the table because they are administered by multiple agencies.  In addition, the 
Education for Independence (EFI) program received $1.5 million in FY 2002 from 
WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs.  Therefore, the funding 
amount for EFI is not included in Table 5 to avoid double counting. 

Changes in Annual Funding.  Overall funding for the identified work­
force training programs has steadily declined over the last four years.  From FY 
1999 to FY 2002, allocations have decreased 10 percent, from $284.2 million to 
$255.8 million (Figure 10).  The primary causes for the decrease include the cut­
backs in federal funding with the transition from JTPA to WIA, a short-term influx 
of Welfare-to-Work dollars during FY 1999 and FY 2000, and a decrease in State 
General Fund support.  

Most Workforce Training Programs Provide Targeted Services 

Workforce training dollars are typically directed to three types of workforce 
training programs, which may be categorized as: (1) training providers, (2) programs 
targeting businesses, and (3) programs targeting individuals.  Training providers, 
such as the Post-Secondary Career and Technical Education program at the com­
munity colleges, typically provide education or occupational skills training.  Pro­
grams targeting businesses provide funding and support directly to businesses in 
their training effort.  Programs targeting individuals primarily provide comprehen­
sive employment and training services.  It is important to note that one program, 
Workforce Services for Regional Competitiveness Partnerships, is not included in 
this analysis as the program was established in the 2002-2004 Appropriation Act 
and remains in the development phase.  Therefore, the program design has not been 
determined. 

Training Providers. Five of the 22 workforce training programs fall into 
the training provider category.  Training provider services are generally open to eve­
ryone. Recipients of services offered by training providers typically must meet only 
one eligibility requirement—the education necessary to be able to participate in the 
training.  For example, if the training requires basic reading and writing skills, then 
the participant must be literate.  Some training providers offer services free to the 
participant, while many charge a fee.  There are three types of services provided by 
training providers: basic education for adults, on-the-job training, and education and 
skills training. 
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Table 5 

Funding Allocated to State Administered Workforce Training 
Programs by Funding Source (FY 2002) 

Agency Program Name Total 
(in millions) 

Federal 
(in millions) 

State 
(in millions) 

Local 
(in millions) 

Secretariat of Health and Human Resources 

DRS Vocational Rehabilitation Services * $67.9 $53.4 $14.4 -

DSS Virginia Initiative for Employment not Welfare $50.8 $30.1 $20.7 -

DSS Welfare-to-Work* $10.9 - $0.5 $10.4 

DBVI Vocational Rehabilitation Services* $9.2 $7.2 $2.0 -

Aging Senior Community Services Employment Pro­
gram* $3.2 $3.0 - $0.2 

DSS Food Stamp Employment and Training Program $1.3 - $1.3 -

DSS Centers for Employment and Training $0.7 $0.8 - -

DSS Opportunity Knocks $0.5 $0.5 - -

DSS Economic Employment Improvement Program for 
Disabled Persons $0.2 $0.2 - -

Subtotal $144.8 $95.3 $38.9 $10.6 

Secretariat of Commerce and Trade 

VEC Employment Service* $16.8 $16.8 - -

VEC WIA Youth Program* $16.5 $16.5 - -

VEC WIA Adult Program* $11.3 $11.3 - -

VEC WIA Dislocated Worker Program* $11.1 $11.1 - -

DBA Workforce Services $13.5 - $13.5 -

VEC Transition Adjustment Assistance Programs* $3.8 $3.8 - -

VEC Veterans Employment and Training Programs* $3.2 $3.2 - -

DOLI Virginia Apprenticeship Program $0.7 - $0.7 -

Subtotal $76.9 $62.8 $14.2 $0 

Secretariat of Education 

DOE Adult Education and Literacy Programs* $17.4 $12.0 $2.8 $2.9 

VCCS Workforce Development Services $4.5 - $4.5 -

DOE Occupational Adult in Career and Technical Edu­
cation $7.8 - $2.4 $5.4 

VCCS Post Secondary Career and Technical Education 
(Perkins Title I)*  $3.3 $3.3 - -

VCCS Virginia Registered Apprenticeship Program $1.0 - $1.0 -

DOE Education for Independence † - - - -

Subtotal $34.1 $15.2 $10.5 $8.4 

Total Funding FY 2002 $255.8 $173.2 $63.6 $19.0 
* WIA mandated partner programs. 
† The Education for Independence program is funded by the WIA program funds. 
Notes: Amounts do not add up to the subtotal and totals due to rounding.  The Workforce Services for Regional Competi-

tiveness Partnerships program was established in FY 2003. Therefore, funding data are not available for FY 2002. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 
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Trend in Funding of Workforce Training Programs 

Note: Percents are rounded to add up to 100 percent. 
*Funding shown in unadjusted dollars. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 
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As Table 6 shows, basic education for adults is primarily provided by the 
Adult Education and Literacy programs, which offer adult basic education, adult 
secondary education, English as a second language, and literacy courses. These 
courses are free of charge and available to any citizen of the Commonwealth. 

The Virginia Registered Apprenticeship program is a provider of on-the-job 
training.  This program, which is jointly administered by Department of Labor and 
Industry (DOLI) and the Virginia Community College System (VCCS), provides a 
combination of classroom education and on-the-job training, where participants 
learn the skills necessary to be certified in a particular field, such as welding, 
plumbing, or firefighting.  Individuals receive on-the-job training through employ­
ers, who are termed worksite “sponsors.” DOLI is responsible for registering spon­
sors and ensuring that they adhere to federal standards of apprenticeship training. 
For example, an apprentice must work a minimum of 2,000 hours in order to com­
plete the program. The sponsor pays wages to the registered apprentice and typi­
cally pays for the classroom education, which is administered by VCCS. 
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Table 6 

State-Administered Workforce Training Programs  
That are Training Providers  

Program Name 
Primary 

Location of 
Services 

Eligibility Program Services and Description 

Provider of Basic Education for Adults 

Adult Education 
and Literacy 
Programs* 

Local School 
System 

Open to all 

Adult education classes and programs to 
adults who lack a high school diploma, are 
not proficient in the English language, or who 
need help in reading, writing, math, or basic 
computer literacy 

Provider of On-the-Job Training 

Virginia Registered 
Apprenticeship 

Program 

Businesses 
(On-the-job 

training 
component) 

Open to all 
Support to businesses (sponsors) and 
individuals who provide paid on-the-job 
training to individuals in a specific trade  

Providers of Education and Skills Training 
Occupational Adult 

in Career and 
Technical 
Education 

Local School 
System 

Open to all 
Post-secondary career and technical 
education 

Post-Secondary 
Career and 
Technical 
Education* 

Community 
Colleges Open to all 

Post-secondary vocational and technical 
education programs leading to certificate, 
degree, or industry certification 

Workforce 
Development 

Services 

Community 
Colleges 

Open to all 
Non-credit courses through the community 
college system 

*WIA mandated partner programs. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 

The remaining programs, which provide education and skills training, in­
clude Workforce Development Services, Post-Secondary Career and Technical Edu­
cation, and Occupational Adult in Career and Technical Education.  These programs 
are provided through the community colleges or local public school systems, are open 
to the public, and are provided at a cost to the participant. 

Programs Targeting Businesses. The only identified workforce training 
program exclusively targeting businesses is Workforce Services, which is adminis­
tered by the Department of Business Assistance.  This program provides an eco­
nomic incentive for businesses to expand or relocate in Virginia.  Services provided 
include financial assistance to train new workers and supportive services to assist 
businesses in developing training programs.  Although the services and funding are 
provided to businesses, new workers ultimately benefit because they receive training 
subsidized by State payments to the company. 
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There are two programs that are unique in that they are training providers 
but they each have a component that also provides services to businesses. They are 
Workforce Development Services (WDS), administered by VCCS, and the Virginia 
Registered Apprenticeship Program.  Through community colleges, WDS works with 
companies to customize training services for their employees.  This training may be 
provided onsite for convenience or at the community college.  The Apprenticeship 
program works with businesses to establish apprenticeship fields of practice at their 
work site. Despite their assistance to businesses, these programs primarily provide 
training services, and therefore are categorized as training providers. 

In addition, a component of the Employment Service program, which is dis­
cussed in more detail in the next section, provides services to businesses.  The pro­
gram assists employers in finding qualified workers through a job matching or job 
screening process. 

Programs Targeting Individuals.  The remaining 15 of the 22 State 
administered workforce training programs provide services to individuals and often 
target a specific population, such as low-income individuals, veterans, or the dis­
abled (Table 7). These programs typically offer more comprehensive services and 
have the goal of helping the participant move into self-sustaining employment.  Pro­
grams provide services such as job search assistance, training vouchers, and subsi­
dies for child care and transportation. 

Table 7 

State-Administered Workforce Training Programs  
That Target Individuals* 

Program Name 
Primary 

Location of 
Services 

Eligibility Programs Services 

Senior Community 
Service 
Employment 
Program 

Area Agencies 
on Aging 

Low-income individuals 
55 and older 

Subsidized part-time employment in 
community service positions 

Education for 
Independence  

Community 
colleges 

Low-income custodial 
or non-custodial 

parents 

Career and technical education and training, 
career counseling, job development, and 
support services 

Vocational 
Rehabilitative 
Services 

DRS and DBVI 
field offices Disabled Services to assist individuals to prepare for, 

secure, retrain, or regain employment 

Welfare-to-Work  

Varies by local 
workforce 
investment 

area 

Hard-to-serve welfare 
recipients 

Assistance in locating unsubsidized 
employment 

Virginia Initiative for 
Employment not 
Welfare  

DSS field 
offices Welfare recipients 

VIEW is the employment component of 
Virginia’s Temporary Assistance to Needy 
Families (TANF) program.  The program 
provides job search assistance, job readiness, 
and training services  

Table continues onto next page 
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Table 7 (continued) 

Program Name 
Primary Loca­

tion of Ser­
vices 

Eligibility Programs Services 

Food Stamp Employ­
ment and Training 

DSS field 
offices Food stamp recipients Job search, job search training, 

education, training and work experience 

Opportunity Knocks Limited areas* 

Parents ages 18-30 with 
an income below 200 
percent of the poverty 

level 

Provides job search, individual career 
counseling, and funding for education 
and skills training 

Centers for 
Employment and 
Training  

Limited areas* 

Individuals with a minor 
child and living at or 
below 200 percent of 

poverty level 

Individual career counseling, case 
management, occupational skills training 

Economic Employment 
Improvement Program 
for Disadvantaged 
Persons 

Limited areas* 

Disadvantaged parents, 
including non-custodial 
parents with an income 

below 200 percent of the 
poverty level 

Education and job-training services in 
order to promote self-sufficiency 

WIA Adult Program 

Varies by local 
workforce 
investment 

area 

Open to all for basic 
services—intensive and 
training services may be 
limited to low income and 
other special populations 

Job search, job readiness, career 
counseling, and funding and assistance 
for training 

WIA Dislocated Worker 
Program 

Varies by local 
workforce 
investment 

area 

Dislocated workers and 
displaced homemakers 

Job search, job readiness, career 
counseling, and funding and assistance 
for training 

WIA Youth Program 

Varies by local 
workforce 
investment 

area 

Low-income at-risk 
youth ages 14-21 

A variety of education and job readiness 
services 

Transitional Adjustment 
Assistance Programs 

VEC field 
offices 

Workers who are laid off 
or whose hours of work 
and wages are reduced 
as a result of increased 

imports 

Job search and relocation allowances, 
income support and other assistance, 
and funding and assistance for training 

Veterans Employment 
and Training Program 

VEC field 
offices 

Individuals who were 
enrolled in military service 

Job counseling, job training, and job 
placement services 

Employment Service  VEC field 
offices Open to all 

Job counseling, job placement and 
services primarily provided through an 
on-line database 

* See Appendix D for more information. 
Note: The Workforce Services for Regional Competitiveness Partnershps was created in FY 2003.  The program remains in 

the development phase, and therefore is not included in this analysis. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 

One common characteristic of these programs (with the exception of the 
Rehabilitative Services program) is that they are provided free of charge to partici­
pants.  As long as the individual meets the eligibility requirements, he or she may 
access the services authorized by the program.  Most of the programs focusing on 
individuals target the disabled and economically disadvantaged populations.  Eco­
nomically disadvantaged individuals are those who have low-incomes or are recipi­
ents of public assistance.  Programs targeting this population are primarily offered 
through the Department of Social Services, although the WIA Youth and Education 
for Independence programs also target the economically disadvantaged.  In addition, 



Page 44 II. Workforce Training Programs 

the WIA Adult program targets the economically disadvantaged in some local work­
force investment areas.  Other programs and the target populations they serve are 
summarized in Exhibit 10. 

The WIA Adult program is unique because eligibility criteria for the pro­
gram vary among local workforce investment areas.  In all areas, basic core services 
such as self-directed job search and job search assistance are open to the general 
public.  Intensive services, such as individual counseling or the development of an 
employment plan, and training services are limited to adults aged 18 or older.  The 
WIA legislation allows local WIBs to further restrict services if the local WIB deter­
mines that funds for employment and training are limited in the area.  Several local 
WIBS determined that funds are limited and established a “priority of service” that 
targets low-income individuals first.  Priority of service differs by area and is dis­
cussed in detail in Chapter III. 

Exhibit 10 

Target Population of Programs Providing 
Employment and Training Services to Individuals 

Target Population Program 
Varies by local workforce 
investment area* 

WIA Adult Program 

Disabled Vocational Rehabilitation Services 

Dislocated Worker 
Trade Adjustment Assistance Programs 
WIA Dislocated Worker Program 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Centers for Employment and Training 
Economic Employment Improvement Program for Disadvantaged 

Persons 
Education for Independence 
Food Stamp Employment and Training Program 
Opportunity Knocks 
Senior Community Services Employment Program 
Virginia Initiative for Employment not Welfare 
Welfare-to-Work 
WIA Youth Program 

No specific eligibility criteria Employment Service 

Veterans Veterans Employment and Training Programs 
* According to the WIA legislation, local workforce investment boards may target services based on the special needs of 

individuals in the area through priority of service plans.  Also, if the WIB determines that funds are limited, the low-income 
and other public assistance recipients must receive priority of service. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 

Allocation of Funds by Program Type and Target Population. Of the 
three program types, programs targeting individuals receive the most funding.  In 
FY 2002, 81 percent of the workforce training funds were allocated to programs that 
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provide services to individuals. As shown in Figure 11, 78 percent of those funds 
were allocated to programs targeting the economically disadvantaged and the dis­
abled. 

Allocations by Program Type and Target Population 
State Fiscal Year 2002 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 
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Disabled – $77.1 million 
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DUPLICATION AND STATEWIDE COORDINATION 

Duplication of services among workforce training programs has been an is­
sue of concern for federal and State officials for many years.  In 1985, the Governor 
requested a study of alternatives to further realign executive branch agencies, pri­
marily in the area of workforce training. In 1989, the Virginia General Assembly 
formed a Joint Subcommittee to determine how well Virginia’s training, re-training, 
vocational education, and placement programs were preparing individuals to meet 
labor force needs. Both studies found that potential duplication existed among State 
agencies and recommended additional State-level coordination. In addition, in the 
1990s, the federal General Accounting Office (GAO) released a series of reports 
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finding that fragmentation and potential overlap of federally funded workforce train­
ing programs existed and may hinder individuals seeking services and frustrate em­
ployers and program administrators. 

The Workforce Investment Act initiated a new method for coordination by 
mandating workforce training programs to provide access to services through a one-
stop service delivery system.  However, the WIA only mandated half of the identified 
State-administered workforce training programs to coordinate with the system.  Ad­
ditional non-mandated partnerships may be established through a State-level man­
date from the Governor or if local partner agencies voluntarily coordinate with the 
local workforce investment boards (WIBs).  Thus far, at the State level, the Governor 
has not mandated any additional coordination.  Local level coordination, while oc­
curring in some areas, is limited.  As a result, there is a high potential for duplica­
tion of services between non-mandated and mandated partner programs.  Further 
State-level coordination is needed to reduce the potential for duplication. 

This section first discusses overlap between program eligibility and services 
and places each program on a spectrum of duplication potential based on the current 
level of coordination.  The review does not identify the number of individuals dually 
enrolled and receiving duplicative services.  However, case examples are used to dis­
cuss the existing duplication between programs.  The final section discusses options 
to improve coordination among programs with the highest potential for duplication. 

Without Effective Coordination,

Overlap May Result in Duplication and Inefficiencies 


Programs overlap if they provide similar services to the same target popu­
lation or if individuals have characteristics that would qualify them for multiple 
programs that provide similar services.  When programs that overlap do not effec­
tively coordinate services, the potential for duplication exists.  Effective coordination 
occurs when programs work together to provide services that are complementary 
rather than duplicative.  For example, effective program coordination could include 
resource sharing, such that a participant receiving services by two programs is only 
required to fill out one application form and work with one case manager.  Another 
way to coordinate programs is by electronic case management that allows casework­
ers at different sites to communicate regularly to make sure that services are not 
duplicative.  Essentially, the result of coordination is shared information between 
program providers, and seamless services to the participant, regardless of how many 
programs are actually funding or providing the services. 

Programs that duplicate services also may be less efficient, according to a 
report by the General Accounting Office (GAO). The study found that employment 
and training programs with overlapping services may have higher administrative 
costs.  If programs are coordinated effectively, staff costs to administer, monitor, and 
evaluate services may be reduced. 

JLARC staff established two criteria that affect a program’s potential for 
duplication and inefficiency: (1) level of overlap, and (2) level of coordination.  If a 
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program has a “high” level of overlap and a “low” level of coordination, then there is 
a strong potential for duplication.  The following sections discuss each criterion and 
then rate each program’s potential for duplication.  

Level of Overlap.  JLARC staff examined the level of overlap based on 
program type.  For example, programs that exclusively target businesses would have 
no overlap because there is only one program in this category.  However, overlap 
does exist among training providers and programs serving individuals.  Among 
training providers, the level of overlap is low. Among programs serving individuals, 
the level of overlap is high. 

Workforce training programs that are training providers overlap services in 
that they may hold similar classes.  For example, a Microsoft® Office course may be 
offered at the community college, through the Post-Secondary Career and Technical 
Education program, or at a local public school, through the Occupational Adult in 
Career and Technical Education program. However, this overlap is minimal because 
it is the choice of the individual to participate in the course and he or she often must 
pay to attend.  A participant may choose to pay more than once to take a similar 
course through multiple programs.  This overlap may not necessarily be detrimental, 
as it offers different ways in which an individual may obtain skills training.  More­
over, the cost is borne by the participant. 

Overlap is high among programs that serve individuals, as these provide 
many similar services with overlapping eligibility criteria, as shown in Table 8.  For 
example, all but one program, Vocational Rehabilitation Services, provide job search 
and placement assistance. Most programs provide some funding for supportive ser­
vices, such as child care or transportation.  All but one program, Employment Ser­
vices, provide assistance and funding for training. Although most programs provide 
similar services, many target a specific population.  For example, the Veterans Em­
ployment and Training programs and the Trade Adjustment Assistance programs 
provide similar services, but they target different populations. 

There are many programs targeting the economically disadvantaged popu­
lation that provide similar services.  For example, the Virginia Initiative for Em­
ployment not Welfare (VIEW) and the WIA Adult program provide similar employ­
ment and training services.  Most individuals who receive welfare are mandated to 
participate in the VIEW program (there are some exceptions, which are further dis­
cussed in Appendix D) and are also eligible for the WIA Adult program.  In fact, 414 
of the WIA Adult program participants in FY 2001 were co-enrolled in VIEW.  Both 
programs provide job search assistance, career counseling, training, and supportive 
services.  As explained earlier, data on whether the co-enrolled participants actually 
received duplicative services were not available and would require an extensive 
manual file review. 
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Table 8 

Overlap of Services: 
Workforce Training Programs Providing Employment 
and Training Services by Specific Target Population 

Program Name 

Job Search 
and 

Placement 
Assistance 

Individual 
Career 

Counseling 

Funding and 
Facilitating Skills 

Training 

Funding and 
Facilitating On-

the-Job Training 

Funding for 
Supportive 
Services** 

Veterans 
Veterans Employment 
and Training Program* 9 9 9 9 
Disabled 
Vocational 
Rehabilitation Services* 9 9 9 9 9 
Dislocated Worker 
Trade Adjustment 
Assistance Programs* 9 9 9 9 9 
WIA Dislocated Worker 
Program* 9 9 9 9 9 
Economically Disadvantaged 

WIA Youth Program* 9 9 9 9 9 
Education for 
Independence 9 9 9 9 

Welfare-to-Work* 9 9 9 9 9 
Opportunity Knocks 9 9 9 9 9 
Senior Community 
Services Employment 
Program* 

9 9 9 

Virginia Initiative for 
Employment not 
Welfare 

9 9 9 9 9 

Food Stamp 
Employment and 
Training Program 

9 9 9 9 9 

Centers for Employment 
and Training 9 9 9 9 
Economic Employment 
Improvement Program 
for Disadvantaged 
Persons 

9 9 9 9 9 

No Specific Eligibility Criteria  

Employment Service* 9 
Differs by Local Workforce Investment Area 

WIA Adult Program* 9 9 9 9 9 
*WIA mandated partner programs. 
** Supportive services can include child care, transportation, health services, etc. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 
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Another example of a high potential for overlap is between the Education 
for Independence (EFI) program and the WIA Adult program.  The EFI program 
provides career and technical education and training, career counseling, job devel­
opment, and support services to low-income custodial or non-custodial parents.  In 
FY 2001, based on JLARC file reviews (see Chapter IV) of the WIA Adult program, 
49 percent reported they were single parents and 97 percent reported low incomes 
upon entering the program.  These data indicate that there is high potential for in­
dividuals to qualify for both programs. 

Level of Coordination.  The only existing formal coordination is that re­
quired at the local level by the Workforce Investment Act.  Specifically, if a program 
is a WIA partner that must provide access to services through the one-stop service 
delivery system, then coordination is considered high.  Seventeen programs, listed in 
Exhibit 6 (Chapter I, page 20) meet this criterion.  Whether or not the formal coor­
dination is effective is discussed in Chapter III. 

Potential for Duplication. Based on duplicative services and formal co­
ordination, programs vary in their potential for overlap and inefficiency.  As shown 
in Figure 12, the six programs that target individuals and are not mandated by WIA 
to partner with the service delivery system have the highest potential for duplica­
tion.  Five of the programs that fit this description target the economically disadvan­
taged and are administered by the Department of Social Services. The sixth pro­
gram, Education for Independence, also targets the economically disadvantaged, but 
is administered by the Department of Education.  The following case examples illus­
trate the kind of inefficiencies that occur. 

The VIEW program requires participants to complete a documented 
job search and assistance is provided in this effort.  In addition, the 
WIA Adult program in one workforce area requires a documented 
job search to move into more intensive services and offers assistance 
in this effort.  However, because these programs do not coordinate 
in this area, the participant must provide documentation of a job 
search for both programs, and travel to two different locations to 
receive services. 

* *  * 
Some local DSS offices contract out job search assistance for the 
VIEW participants.  There are several one-stop centers in each area 
that provide core services, including job search assistance, free of 
charge to all residents. 

In addition to the case examples provided above, there exists the potential 
for participants in one program to be unaware of their eligibility for services through 
another program.  For example, a participant in the Opportunity Knocks program, 
administered by DSS, may be eligible to receive a training voucher under the WIA 
Adult program, administered through local WIBS, but may not know about the ser­
vice because there is limited communication between the two programs. 
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Potential for Duplication Among State Administered 
Workforce Training Programs 

*According to the Governor’s Summary of Budget Reduction Plans released October 15, 2002, the 
responsibility of the Food Stamp Employment and Training Program will be transferred from the local 
social services agencies to the one-stop centers. 

Note: The Workforce Services for Regional Competitiveness Partnerships programs is still under 
development and therefore is not included in this analysis. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis. 
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*According to the Governor’s Summary of Budget Reduction Plans released October 15, 2002, the 
responsibility of the Food Stamp Employment and Training Program will be transferred from the local
social services agencies to the one-stop centers.

Note: The Workforce Services for Regional Competitiveness Partnerships programs is still under
development and therefore is not included in this analysis.

Source: JLARC staff analysis.
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Highest Potential for Duplication

Programs that overlap but have a high level of formal coordination will only 
be duplicative if the coordination is ineffective.  For example, the Employment Ser­
vice program and the WIA Adult and Dislocated Worker programs all provide basic 
job search services. These programs are mandated by the WIA legislation to coordi­
nate through the one-stop service delivery system. However, if local WIBs are inef­
fective in their coordination, then inefficiencies can occur. This is addressed further 
in Chapter III. 
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Coordination Between WIA Mandated and Non-Mandated 
Partner Programs May Reduce Potential Duplication 

The WIA legislation allows non-mandated, or “optional”, partner programs 
to work with and through the one-stop service delivery system at the discretion of 
the Governor by a State-level mandate or by voluntary program partnering at the 
local level.  At the State level, the Governor has not mandated any additional pro­
grams to partner with the system.  At the local level, several areas have formal 
partnerships with local departments of social services, but statewide, this coordina­
tion has not been achieved.  One of the main barriers to this partnership, as stated 
by several local staff at one-stop centers, is the lack of a clear mandate from the 
State DSS office to work with the local WIBs and one-stop centers to coordinate ser­
vices. Although the intent of the WIA is to allow areas flexibility in the coordination 
of services, it appears that a State-level initiative is necessary to send a clear mes­
sage to State agencies and their local offices that coordination should take place, 
particularly for programs that provide services to the economically disadvantaged. 

Unlike Virginia, many states currently require some level of coordination 
with non-mandated programs, particularly those programs funded with Temporary 
Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) dollars, which target the economically disad­
vantaged.  A survey conducted in February of 2002 by the U.S. Department of Labor 
(DOL) found that 26 state governments require TANF-funded employment and 
training programs to partner with the one-stop service delivery system in all local 
areas.  TANF is a block grant authorized by the Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. In Virginia, TANF-funded programs include 
VIEW, Opportunity Knocks, Centers for Employment and Training, and Economic 
Employment Improvement Programs for Disadvantaged Persons. 

In addition, the coordination of TANF-funded programs with the one-stop 
service delivery system currently is being considered at the federal level during re­
authorization of TANF (2002) and WIA (2003). DOL is in the process of collecting 
public comments on WIA re-authorization and potential linkages with TANF-funded 
programs.  Also, the House of Representatives has already passed a bill that would 
allow states to apply for a waiver of TANF restrictions to improve coordination of 
services with the one-stop centers. 

Virginia State agency administrators and the Governor appear willing to 
move towards coordination of programs targeting the economically disadvantaged 
with the WIA system.  In the Governor’s Summary of Budget Reduction Plans re­
leased on October 16, 2002, the Governor transferred the responsibility of the Food 
Stamp Employment and Training program from the local social service agencies to 
the one-stop centers.  In addition, DSS and VEC administrators both support coor­
dination of TANF-funded employment and training programs with the one-stop ser­
vice delivery system. 

A clear message needs to be sent by the Governor or by the General Assem­
bly that employment and training programs funded by TANF need to become part­
ners in the State’s total workforce training effort.  The programs have a high poten­
tial for duplication and inefficiencies because there is no required coordination with 
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other, similar programs.  Federal, state, and local governments are moving towards 
further coordination of these programs and DSS administrators support this initia­
tive.  

Recommendation (1). Employment and training programs funded 
through Temporary Assistance for Needy Families and the Education for 
Independence program should be mandated to partner with the one-stop 
service delivery system as defined by the Workforce Investment Act.   The 
Governor should make this declaration or the General Assembly should 
consider amending the Code of Virginia to reflect this mandated partner­
ship. 
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III. Local Implementation of the 

Workforce Investment Act 


As discussed in Chapter I, the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) established 
a service delivery system that requires consolidated access points to a multitude of 
employment and training programs through one-stop centers.  These centers are in­
tended to provide “seamless” access to customers (both individuals and businesses) 
by minimizing bureaucracy and maximizing services.  The WIA mandates this basic 
framework and allows states and localities to customize the system to meet the 
needs of their customers. 

Local workforce investment boards (WIBs), in cooperation with local elected 
officials, are responsible for assessing an area’s needs and developing the mandated 
service delivery system through the designation of one-stop centers. Based on a re­
view of area practices, it appears that local WIBs have successfully established the 
minimum structural requirements of the one-stop service delivery systems.  How­
ever, most areas have had difficulty establishing effective partnerships to support 
the development of an integrated, coordinated system due to a lack of State leader­
ship, contradictory federal guidelines, and inadequate information sharing.  In addi­
tion, the WIA states that mandated programs are required to enter into partner­
ships with local WIBs, but it appears that those partners that are State or local 
government agencies are not held accountable for their participation in the one-stop 
system. 

Many of these challenges may be overcome with State-level coordination 
and guidance, as demonstrated by the creation of the Coordinated Economic Relief 
Centers (CERCs).  Established through Executive Order, these temporary one-stop 
centers have been able to bring together multiple partners, both mandated and non-
mandated, to a single location in under six weeks.  The CERCs, with their clear 
mandate from the Governor, are an example of successful partnerships.  A similar 
model of service delivery could facilitate the types of partnerships and service envi­
sioned by the WIA. 

Although the “seamless” service delivery has not been fully realized, many 
areas have implemented unique and innovative approaches to system development 
and service delivery.  These best practices include improving access to services, sys­
tematically identifying industry needs, and leveraging additional funds.  Local WIB 
members and staff should meet regularly to share these ideas for the betterment of 
the statewide system. 

In addition to developing the one-stop service delivery system, local WIBs, 
in conjunction with local elected officials, are responsible for designating providers 
and establishing policies for the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth program 
services.  The WIA gives states and localities considerable flexibility in administer­
ing these programs.  Due to a “hands-off” approach by the Virginia Employment 
Commission, most of the flexibility rests with local WIBs.  A review of the local im­
plementation of these programs suggests that, because of this flexibility, eligibility 
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and enrollment policies vary across the State.  In addition, it appears that some ser­
vice providers may be out of compliance in terms of exiting participants from the 
programs, a policy which federal regulations clearly define. 

This chapter presents JLARC staff findings on how local WIBs, in conjunc­
tion with local elected officials, have developed one-stop service delivery systems and 
implemented WIA programs.  The first section focuses on the implementation of the 
one-stop service delivery system, including the difficulty faced by local WIBs in de­
veloping partnerships and best practices of local areas and one-stop centers.  The 
second section discusses how local WIBs have implemented the WIA programs and 
the need for additional guidance and monitoring from the VEC.   

WIA ONE-STOP SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEMS  

To address the fragmentation and lack of coordination of workforce training 
programs, the Workforce Investment Act provides a mechanism to coordinate multi­
ple programs by mandating a system of service delivery focused on “one-stop” service 
access.  Through one-stop centers, customers should be able to access 17 federally 
funded programs.  Local workforce investment boards (WIBs) are responsible for 
implementing the new one-stop service delivery system, and the Virginia Employ­
ment Commission (VEC) is responsible for providing State-level guidance and over­
sight to the local areas. 

To facilitate coordinated service delivery, the WIA requires mandated part­
ners to enter into formal memoranda of understanding (MOUs) to describe how their 
programs will contribute to the establishment of a one-stop system and provide ac­
cess at one-stop centers.  JLARC staff reviewed the formal MOUs, as well as the ac­
tual resources and services provided at one-stop centers.  The results of this review 
suggest that while formal partnerships have been established in most local areas, 
systemic barriers have prevented those partnerships from translating into seamless 
service through one-stop centers. 

Barriers to effective system development include a lack of commitment and 
coordination at the State level, inadequate data management systems to facilitate 
information sharing, and contradictory federal regulations.  At the State level, there 
is no apparent accountability for partners that do not participate in the system. 
Further, the VEC, which is the WIA administering agency, does not have the au­
thority to require partnership by any program other than those it already adminis­
ters.  Information sharing is a barrier because a “system” approach rests on the phi­
losophy that success in obtaining employment may be the result of services from 
multiple programs, rather than from programs operating independently.   

Lastly, the federal regulations guiding workforce training programs provide 
a systemic barrier.  The WIA legislation guides only three of the 17 programs re­
quired to partner with the system. The remaining programs are guided by other leg­
islation.  The WIA requires each program to contribute to the one-stop system and 
provide access through one-stop centers, to the extent allowed by each program’s 
guiding legislation.  However, each program still needs to report performance based 
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on services provided by their program funds.  This makes it difficult to contribute to 
a “system” approach, especially without sufficient information and data sharing. 

Despite these barriers in developing effective partnerships, some local 
WIBs have developed innovative practices to provide more comprehensive services 
through the one-stop centers.  These methods include extended operating hours at 
one-stop centers, the use of video teleconferencing to provide remote access to ser­
vices, gathering business input to provide employment and training services that 
meet the current workforce needs, and leveraging additional funds to expand and 
improve services. 

Local WIBs Have Experienced Difficulty in Establishing Partnerships  

Local WIBs have established at least one comprehensive one-stop center in 
each of the 17 local areas, as required by the WIA legislation.  As Chapter I dis­
cussed, these one-stop centers have been designated at various locations, such as 
VEC field offices, community college campuses, and nonprofit organizations.  VEC 
policy states that comprehensive one-stop centers must provide “access” to all man­
dated partner programs.  There is considerable room for interpretation as to what 
“access” means in different areas.  Therefore, this section attempts to clarify what 
types of partnerships have been established and what types of program services are 
available at centers across the State.  

To study these partnerships, JLARC staff developed an initial status report 
(Table 9), which measures the presence of the following in each area: (1) a memo­
randum of understanding (MOU) between the local WIB and each mandated part­
ner, (2) an MOU with at least one non-mandated partner, and (3) at least one  

Table 9 

Status Report on Partnerships Established by Local WIBs  
and Services Provided at One-Stop Centers  

Criteria 
Number of Areas 

Where Criteria Are 
Met 

Number of Areas 
Where Criteria Are 

Not Met 
An MOU has been established between the local 

WIB and each of the mandated partners 
13 4 

An MOUs has been established with at least one 
non-mandated partner 

13 4 

At least one comprehensive one-stop center 
operator responded to a JLARC survey that 
access to each mandated partner* is provided 
through either co­location, part-time onsite staff, 
or referral 

12 5 

* Only mandated partners that provide services in each area of the State were included in this analysis. 

Source: JLARC analysis of information provided by workforce investment board directors and surveys of one-stop center 
operators. 
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comprehensive one-stop center that provides access to mandated programs through 
co-location, part-time onsite staff, or referral. 

As shown in Table 9, some local areas have not been able to establish part­
nerships based on the three described criteria.  It is important to note that the areas 
“not meeting criteria” are different for each criterion.  Based on interviews with local 
WIB directors and a survey of one-stop center operators, it appears that some infor­
mal partnerships are occurring, which may not be captured in the status report. 
The following provides information, with case examples, on the challenges and con­
cerns local areas face based on the three defined criteria used to assess the status of 
partnerships under WIA. 

MOUs with Each Mandated Partner. WIA legislation requires each en­
tity that administers one of the 17 mandated partner programs to establish a memo­
randum of understanding (MOU) with the local WIBs.  The purpose of an MOU is to 
establish how the program services will be accessed through the one-stop system 
and what resources the program will contribute to the system to support the one-
stop centers.  As demonstrated in Table 10, 13 of the 17 WIB directors stated that 
they had established an MOU with each of the mandated partner programs.  

Table 10 

Local Workforce Investment Areas with Signed MOUs 
from all Mandated Partner Programs 

Area MOUs with All Mandated Partners 
1. Southwest Virginia 9 
2. New River/New Mount Rogers 9 
3. Western Virginia 
4. Shenandoah Valley 9 
5. Northern Shenandoah Valley 
6. Workforce Today! 
7. Region 2000/Central Virginia 9 
8. South Central Virginia 9 
9. Capital Area/Greater Richmond 9 
10. City of Richmond 9 
11. Northern Virginia 9 
12. Alexandria/Arlington 
13. Bay Consortium 9 
14. Greater Peninsula 9 
15. Crater Area 9 
16. Hampton Roads 9 
17. West Piedmont 9 

Total 13 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of interviews with local workforce investment board directors. 
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According to the WIA, if a local WIB is unable to establish an MOU with 
the administrator of a mandated program, then it must report this difficulty to the 
WIA Division staff at the VEC. However, according to the WIA Division director, 
none of the four WIB directors in areas where MOUs with mandated partners had 
not been established have reported this difficulty to the VEC. 

It appears that some MOUs are not reliable measures of actual partner­
ships.  Based on interviews with WIB directors, it appears in some cases that MOUs 
are viewed as formalities to meet federal regulations and are not used in any practi­
cal way. One WIB director went as far as stating that “MOUs are just paperwork 
exercises.”  After reviewing MOUs submitted by WIB directors, it appears that the 
agreements are often vague in describing how each partner program will provide ac­
cess to services at each of the one-stop centers.  For example, some partners stated 
in their MOUs that access would be provided “as needed” at each of the one-stop 
centers and did not specifically define what would be provided or what criteria would 
constitute a “need.” 

It also appears that, in some cases, the lack of a formal agreement or MOU 
is not an indicator of whether a partner program actually provides services at the 
one-stop centers.  The following are examples of informal partnerships occurring 
without signed MOUs. 

The Alexandria/Arlington WIB (Area 12) does not have a formal 
MOU with the Vocational Rehabilitation Services program pro­
vided through the local Department of Rehabilitative Services 
(DRS).  However, DRS does provide part-time staff at the one-stop 
center to provide access to the program.  According to the WIB di­
rector, a formal MOU has not been signed, but the relationship be­
tween the WIB and the local DRS is strong. 

* * * 

In the Northern Shenandoah Valley (Area 5), there are currently no 
signed MOUs with any mandated partner programs.  According to 
the new WIB director, MOUs were developed under the previous di­
rector, but had not been signed upon his departure.  They are cur­
rently in the process of revising the MOUs for signature. However, 
according to one-stop center operators, many of the mandated part­
ners are providing access to services at the one-stop centers through 
part-time onsite staff or referral. 

In addition to agreements with mandated partners, some local areas have 
established working relationships with non-mandated partners in the area.  As dis­
cussed in the next section, many of these partnerships occur with the local depart­
ment of social services. 

Partnerships with Non-Mandated Programs. In addition to the 17 
mandated partner programs, there are a host of other employment and training pro­
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grams currently operating in Virginia.  Some are administered by the State, and 
some are administered by private providers.  Although the WIA does not require 
these programs to partner, further coordination of workforce training programs is 
beneficial to increase service options and avoid potential duplication. 

As Table 11 demonstrates, 13 local WIBs have established MOUs with at 
least one non-mandated partner.  Among the thirteen programs that had an MOU 
with at least one non-mandated partner program, the types and number of partner­
ships varied.  For example, in Northern Virginia (Area 11), the WIB Director stated 
that it had established 27 mandated and non-mandated partnerships.  The following 
case examples illustrate the types of non-mandated partnerships that have been de­
veloped through formal MOUs. 

Eleven local WIBs had established MOUs with local departments of 
social services, which administer Temporary Assistance to Needy 
Families (TANF) funded employment and training programs.   

* * * 

Table 11 

Local Workforce Investment Areas with Signed MOUs 
with at Least One Non-Mandated Partner Program 

Area 
MOU With At Least One 
Non-Mandated Partner 

1. Southwest Virginia 9 
2. New River/New Mount Rogers 
3. Western Virginia 
4. Shenandoah Valley 9 
5. Northern Shenandoah Valley 9 
6. Workforce Today! 
7. Region 2000/Central Virginia 9 
8. South Central Virginia 9 
9. Capital Area 9 
10. City of Richmond 9 
11. Northern Virginia 9 
12. Alexandria/Arlington 9 
13. Bay Consortium 9 
14. Greater Peninsula 9 
15. Crater Area 9 
16. Hampton Roads 9 
17. West Piedmont 

Total 13 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of interviews with local workforce investment board directors. 
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Two local WIBs have developed partnerships with local chambers 
of commerce, primarily to provide assistance with the development 
of a strategic plan and to assist with employer-related services. 

* * * 

Two local WIBs have developed partnerships with local, nonprofit 
organizations that assist ex-offenders in transitioning back into the 
community. 

As discussed in the previous section, informal partnerships also occur, 
which are not captured in a formal MOU.  For example, the Southwest Virginia 
(Area 1) and City of Richmond (Area 10) local boards have not established MOUs 
with the local department of social services, but the WIB directors told JLARC staff 
that many of the one-stop centers in those areas have informal working relation­
ships with DSS offices.  In addition, as explained earlier, MOUs are sometimes 
vague and, therefore, it is unclear how the agreements translate into practice, which 
is addressed in the next section. 

There may be many reasons why local WIBs have not entered into partner­
ships with non-mandated programs.  For example, the non-mandated program ad­
ministrators may be unwilling to participate in the system.  Some local WIBs may be 
concentrating first on establishing the mandated partnerships before moving to 
other, additional partnerships.  As discussed in Chapter II, JLARC staff recommend 
that TANF-funded employment and training programs become mandated partners, 
as defined by WIA. This may assist in the development of coordinated, non-
duplicative service delivery. 

Access to Services at One-Stop Centers. Although an MOU is an agree­
ment that may detail service delivery and cost sharing, these documents are often 
vague.  For example, an MOU may say only that the partner program agrees to pro­
vide access, without indicating how that access will occur.  Other times, access is 
provided through one-stop centers without a formal MOU being developed.   

Therefore, to determine what services are actually provided at one-stop 
centers, JLARC staff surveyed each comprehensive one-stop center operator, asking 
how access is provided to various mandated programs.  It is important to note that 
areas vary on the definition of “access.”  VEC policy states only that comprehensive 
one-stop centers must provide access to all mandated programs, but does not further 
define what access means.  The WIA Division Director stated that this was left in­
tentionally vague to allow local WIBs flexibility in designing their one-stop service 
delivery systems. 

As a result, local WIBs may interpret access differently.  For example, it is 
clear that co-location, part-time onsite staff, or a referral process would provide ac­
cess to program services.  However, in some areas, it is interpreted that providing 
information on the program is sufficient for access, such as having a brochure in the 
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resource room with contact information. Other areas may consider access to be more 
formal, such as an established referral process. 

In addition, it may be counter-productive to attempt co-location.  As an ex­
ample, the Vocational Rehabilitation Services program, which serves the disabled 
population, is provided at local departments of rehabilitative services.  These centers 
have considerable infrastructure and equipment necessary to serve their customers. 
Therefore, it may not be productive to put that program under the roof of a one-stop 
center.  It is the responsibility of local WIBs and partner programs to facilitate how 
access is to be provided. 

The JLARC survey asked one-stop operators whether the mandated pro­
gram services were available at the center through:  (1) full-time onsite staff at the 
center (co-location), (2) part-time program staff onsite at the center, or (3) a referral 
process.  Figure 13 provides a summary of their responses.  The last column in the 
table, “No Access,” indicates that the one-stop center does not provide access through 
co-location, part-time onsite staff, or referral.  The center could provide access 
through information, such as pamphlets or other handouts, in their resource centers. 

The WIA Dislocated Worker program and programs administered by local 
VEC field offices have the highest rate of co-location.  This is to be expected since 62 
percent of comprehensive one-stops are located at VEC field offices and VEC is the 
service provider for 45 percent of the Dislocated Worker programs.  The partner pro­
grams with the lowest occurrence of co-location tend to have pre-existing field of­
fices, such as the Post-Secondary Career and Technical Education program, which 
provides services through the local community colleges. 

As Figure 13 illustrates, the Vocational Rehabilitation Services program 
and the WIA Adult program had the highest rate of part-time staff onsite at one-stop 
centers.  Based on site visits, it appears that part-time staff from various programs 
visit one-stop centers at scheduled times to provide consistency for individuals seek­
ing services.  Based on the survey responses, the number of hours staff were present 
each week varied from as few as 1.5 to as many as 30 hours.  In addition, it appears 
that many centers have established office space and provided computers for partner 
programs that provide part-time onsite staff. Some centers charge the partner pro­
grams rent, while others allow the partners onsite free of charge. 

Programs with low occurrences of co-location or part-time onsite staff ap­
peared to have higher occurrences of providing access through a client referral proc­
ess.  However, it is important to note that one-stop centers responded based on how 
they interpret a referral.  A referral may involve a one-stop center staff person con­
tacting the partner program, facilitating an appointment, and sharing customer in­
formation. Or, as one operator stated, a referral may exist if there is a brochure on 
the partner program available with contact information.  Based on these responses, 
it appears that the definition of referral differs based on the amount of staff in­
volvement in the process. 
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Method of Providing Access to Program Services at the 44 
Comprehensive One-Stop Centers 

* Some one-stop centers may have information available in the form of pamphlets or other handouts at their 
resource centers. 

Note: The percents are calculated using the 44 current comprehensive one-stop centers with 100 percent 
response rate.  The programs included are State-administered workforce training programs that provide 
services in each area of the State. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of a survey of comprehensive one-stop center operators. 
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Finally, for some programs, the one-stop center operator indicated in the 
survey that the program did not provide co-location, part-time onsite staff, or refer­
ral.  These are noted in Figure 13 as “No Access.” If a comprehensive one-stop cen­
ter falls into this category, it does not mean that access is not provided.  As ex­
plained above, the center may provide information and literature on the program, 
which could be interpreted as access. The VEC, in collaboration with the Virginia 
Workforce Council, should consider clarifying what access means for different part­
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ner programs, in order to establish a minimum service delivery that may be ex­
pected by customers.  This is explained in more detail in Chapter V, which discusses 
the branding of the one-stop service delivery system. 

Based on the responses from the survey, JLARC staff found that 12 of the 
17 areas have established at least one comprehensive one-stop center with access to 
all of the workforce training programs, when access is defined co-location, part-time 
onsite staff, or referral.  It is important that many areas rely on referral to provide 
access.  As Table 12 shows, there are only four areas that have a one-stop center 
that provides access through co-location or part-time onsite staff for all statewide 
mandated partner programs. 

Challenges to Establishing an Integrated One-Stop Service Delivery System 

There are four main challenges to developing an integrated one-stop service 
delivery system, which may contribute to difficulties in developing effective partner- 

Table 12 

Progress Report of Local Workforce Investment Area  
Service Delivery Implementation 

Area 

At Least One Comprehensive One-Stop Provides 
Access to Mandated Programs* 

Access defined as co-
location, part-time onsite 

staff, or referral  

Access defined as co-
location or part-time 

onsite staff 
1. Southwest Virginia 9 9 
2. New River/New Mount Rogers 9 
3. Western Virginia 9 9 
4. Shenandoah Valley 
5. Northern Shenandoah Valley 
6. Workforce Today! 9 
7. Region 2000/Central Virginia 
8. South Central Virginia 9 
9. Capital Area 9 9 
10. City of Richmond 9 
11. Northern Virginia 9 
12. Alexandria/Arlington 9 
13. Bay Consortium 9 
14. Greater Peninsula 9 
15. Crater Area 9 9 
16. Hampton Roads 
17. West Piedmont 

Total 12 4 
* This analysis only includes mandated programs that are State-administered and available in each local area. 

Source: JLARC analysis of WIB director interviews and survey of one-stop center operators. 
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ships.  These challenges include: (1) the lack of State-level coordination and ac­
countability, (2) apparent contradictions among guiding federal legislation of part­
ner programs, (3) the lack of an integrated data management system that could 
track performance of all mandated partner programs, and (4) area specific program 
implementation challenges. 

Lack of State-Level Coordination and Accountability.  As discussed in 
Chapter II, there is no formal State-level structure to coordinate services of work­
force training programs in Virginia.  For example, the ten identified agencies that 
provide employment and training programs (Chapter II) have not been organized to 
meet and develop a strategy on how services could be integrated and costs shared to 
develop a one-stop service delivery system.  This State-level planning would help 
each agency establish guidance to pass along to their local agency offices.  In addi­
tion, it would establish accountability for mandated programs to work with and 
through the system. 

One example of successful coordination based on State-level leadership is 
the creation of the Coordinated Economic Relief Centers (CERCs).  Through Execu­
tive Order 2, Governor Warner created the Governor’s Economic Crisis Strike Force 
to respond quickly to economic disasters.  The Strike Force is chaired by the Secre­
tary of Commerce and Trade and includes high-level representatives from twelve 
State agencies.  This Strike Force has established four CERCs that bring together 
multiple partners at single sites in a relatively short period of time.  These tempo­
rary one-stop centers are unique in that partners came together and established 
centers with shared staff and resources in under six weeks.  These partnerships 
were able to occur quickly and comprehensively because of leadership by the Gover­
nor, who sent clear directives to agency administrators. 

Various Pieces of Federal Legislation Have Not Been Reconciled to 
Meet the Purposes of the WIA. The WIA only provides funding and performance 
requirements for three of the 17 mandated partner programs.  The remaining 14 
programs are guided by other federal legislation.  The WIA does mandate that all 17 
programs coordinate with the one-stop service delivery system, but it does not alter 
each program’s federal funding and performance requirements or basic program 
structure.  According to a recent General Accounting Office (GAO) report on the im­
plementation status of the WIA, many state and local mandated program officials 
struggle with how to meet their own program requirements while fulfilling the de­
mands of the one-stop service delivery system.  The following are examples of con­
flicting legislation. 

The Veterans program requires that staff funded by the program 
serve only veterans.  In a comprehensive one-stop center in South­
west Virginia, a Veterans program staff member stated to JLARC 
staff that, even if the center was incredibly busy and there were no 
veterans to serve, he could not assist other, non-veteran customers. 

*** 
According to the Wagner-Peyser Act, the Employment Service pro­
gram services must be provided by “merit-based” government em­
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ployees.  Therefore, staff at one-stop centers that are operated by a 
nonprofit or for-profit organization could not provide services 
funded by the Employment Service program. 

Lack of an Integrated Data Management System. An integrated data 
management system could assist in easing the barrier created by federal legislation 
requiring each program to report program specific performance measures.  If pro­
grams shared a common data system, then enrollment could be tracked.  In addition, 
services provided to participants could be tracked for multiple programs.  Michigan 
currently has a system that consolidates data tracking and performance measure­
ment for four programs: TANF-funded employment and training programs, WIA, 
Welfare-to-Work, and Wagner-Peyser (Employment Service).  It is important to note 
that in Michigan, a single agency administers all four of these programs. 

The Virginia Employment Commission has entered into a consortium with 
four other states, the District of Columbia, and the regional DOL office to develop a 
data management system.  Initially, this system will collect data and track program 
performance for the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs.  According 
to a WIA Division staff member, the data management system will have the flexibil­
ity to be customized to accommodate the data and case management needs of multi­
ple programs.  Virginia should consider using the capabilities of this system to facili­
tate consolidated data tracking.  

Area Specific Challenges.  In addition to the systemic challenges to de­
veloping a one-stop service delivery system, local WIBs are also dealing with area 
specific challenges, such as limited funding, high WIB director turnover, and  “turf 
battles.”  The following are examples of these challenges. 

Six local WIBs receive under $1 million in WIA grant funds to pro­
vide Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth program services as well 
as pay for board operations and develop a one-stop service delivery 
system.  By comparison, four WIBs receive over $3 million.  One 
board (Area 5) only received $500,000 in FY 2001.  As a result, the 
WIB in Area 5 only has a single staff member, as compared to other 
areas, which have as many as 21 staff members.  The WIB director 
in Area 5 stated that it is difficult to accomplish all of the tasks re­
quired to establish the one-stop system with the limited support. 
One option for correcting this problem would be to consolidate local 
workforce investment areas that are relatively small. 

* * * 

The Northern Shenandoah Valley WIB (Area 5) is also dealing 
with considerable turnover in the WIB director position.  The cur­
rent director is the fifth since July of 2000. This area had been op­
erating without a budget until this year.   

* * * 
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Several WIB directors cited difficulties in implementing the one-
stop service delivery system, because many people who were in­
volved in the previous JTPA program were slow to embrace the 
concept of WIA.  This resulted in subsequent “turf battles,” as some 
programs were unwilling to partner, and some local elected officials 
were unwilling to give up authority over program administration 
which was allowed under JTPA (in conjunction with the Private 
Industry Councils that WIBs replaced). 

* * * 

Eight WIB directors indicated that their areas have faced high 
turnover of business members on the board.  Four of the eight direc­
tors indicated administrative burdens as a reason for the turnover.  

Despite Challenges, Some Local WIBs Have Implemented Unique, 
Innovative Approaches to Service Delivery and System Development   

Despite the challenges described above, local WIBs and one-stop centers 
have developed and implemented some best practices that should be shared with 
other areas.  This section describes the practices that were brought to the attention 
of JLARC staff through site visits, interviews, and surveys of local area staff.  It is 
important to note that there may be other best practices or other areas that have 
already implemented the approaches discussed in this section.  The best practices 
have been organized in three categories: (1) service delivery, (2) assessment of indus­
try needs, and (3) leveraging funds. 

Best Practices in Service Delivery. Several areas have adjusted their 
one-stop delivery systems to better address customer needs.  The following case ex­
amples show how local areas have made services available to more citizens. 

The Southwest Virginia WIB (Area 1) recognized that the availabil­
ity of two comprehensive one-stop centers for the entire area would 
mean that some individuals would have to travel more than 75 
miles to access services.  Therefore, five satellite centers were estab­
lished to bring services closer to customers. 

* * * 

In the Capital Area/Greater Richmond (Area 9), teleconferencing 
equipment has been installed at the four comprehensive one-stop 
centers and one satellite one-stop center.  This allows participants 
to remotely access services, which may be available at another site. 
For example, individuals at one center can participate in a job 
readiness class occurring at another center. 

* * * 
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Region 2000/Central Virginia (Area 7) and Hampton Roads (Area 
16) are developing “virtual” one-stops that may be accessed through 
the Internet. 

* * * 

The Crater Area (Area 15) recently expanded its bus line so that all 
one-stop centers are on a bus route. 

* * * 

In several areas, one-stop centers remain open one or two nights a 
week, to allow individuals with daytime commitments to access 
services. 

Best Practices in Assessing the Needs of the Workforce. The WIA leg­
islation emphasizes the need to integrate industry demands with the provision of 
employment and training services.  As part of this process, local WIBs are required 
to evaluate industry needs in the area and establish a strategic plan to address 
those needs through employment and training services provided through the one-
stop service delivery system.  In addition to the plan, several areas conduct commu­
nity audits, develop partnerships with economic development organizations, and or­
ganize focus groups and roundtable discussions in the community.  The following 
three case examples show how areas assess the needs of industry.  

The Northern Virginia WIB (Area 11) sponsors annual focus 
groups on the needs of business and industry. 

* * * 

The Region 2000/Central Virginia (Area 7) and Northern Virginia 
(Area 11) WIBs have entered into MOUs with local chambers of 
commerce. 

* * * 

The Workforce Today! WIB (Area 6) regularly facilitates business 
and education roundtables to assess the needs of particular indus­
try clusters.  The roundtables promote discussion on how those 
needs could be addressed. 

Best Practices in Leveraging Funds.  Each year, local WIBs receive an 
allotment of WIA grants to administer the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and 
Youth programs.  In addition, the Department of Social Services transfers Welfare-
to-Work funding to the local WIBS.  A portion of these combined funds may be used 
to support the one-stop service delivery system (as they are four of the 17 mandated 
partners), and the remaining funds are dedicated to the provision of services. 

Local WIBs may apply to receive grants or other program funding.  For ex­
ample, many boards have applied for and received State and federal grants for eco­
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nomic crises, such as National Emergency Grants or local grants provided with 
rapid response funds.  Private funding may also be leveraged if the fiscal agent for 
the local WIB is a nonprofit organization.  The Northern Virginia WIB (Area 11) is 
currently working towards establishing a nonprofit organization called The Skills-
Source Group, Inc. to act as fiscal agent for WIA.  This organization will be respon­
sible for staffing the board and conducting and overseeing workforce activity for the 
entire region.  Currently, the chair and vice-chair of the local WIB also serve as the 
chair and vice-chair of the new organization.  Including Area 11, seven areas use 
nonprofit organizations as fiscal agents for WIA. 

One source of funding that has not yet been leveraged is the funding ad­
ministered by the Virginia Tobacco Indemnification and Community Revitalization 
Commission.  This commission will receive $75 million in FY 2003 year to “make 
payments to farmers to compensate for the decline of tobacco quotas and to promote 
economic growth and development in tobacco-dependent communities.”  According to 
the Executive Director of the Commission, payments to farmers this year will be 
about $30 million, leaving the remaining funds for economic development activities. 
The director told JLARC staff that workforce training and development are consis­
tent with the Commission’s charge. 

The director supports a collaborative effort with the local WIBs to coordi­
nate workforce training, but has not yet been approached by any of the local WIBs in 
the seven areas eligible for assistance.  Local WIBs in Areas 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 15, and 17 
should consider applying for these funds. In addition, all local WIBs should continue 
to seek additional funding to support the one-stop service delivery system. 

Recommendation (2).  Local workforce investment boards in South­
west Virginia (Area 1), New River/Mount Rogers (Area 2), Western Virginia 
(Area 3), Central Virginia (Area 7), South Central Virginia (Area 8), Crater 
Area (Area 15), and West Piedmont (Area 17) should apply for workforce 
training funding through the Virginia Tobacco Indemnification and Com­
munity Revitalization Commission. 

WORKFORCE INVESTMENT ACT PROGRAMS 

Each year, local workforce investment boards (WIBs) receive WIA grants 
to administer the Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs.  These are three 
of the 17 programs mandated to provide access to services through the one-stop ser­
vice delivery system.  Local WIBs are responsible for designating service providers, 
ensuring the expenditure of funds, and establishing policies for these programs. 

For the most part, local WIBs have spent their WIA funds within two 
years, as required by the legislation. However, neither local WIBs nor the State 
have consistently tracked how the WIA funds are spent.  Currently, local WIBs are 
only required to report whether the expenditures were for program or administra­
tive related activities.  However, the category of program activities is broad, includ­
ing training vouchers, supportive services payments, staff for intensive service pro­
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vision, and other activities.  Policy makers need to have information on how funds 
are spent in order to make other funding decisions.  Therefore, the VEC should col­
lect additional information from local WIBs on how funds are expended. 

Local areas have considerable flexibility in developing policies for deliver­
ing the Adult and Dislocated Worker programs.  The WIA gives the flexibility to the 
State and local areas, and the VEC has transferred much of the flexibility to the lo­
cal WIBs.  As a result, eligibility, enrollment, and service policies for the programs 
differ between areas. While this is allowed by the WIA legislation, the VEC should 
take a more active approach to clarifying State policies and monitoring the program 
policies. 

The following presents JLARC staff findings based on a review of how lo­
cal WIBs have implemented the WIA programs.  The first two sections discuss the 
expenditure and reporting of WIA funds.  The third section addresses eligibility, 
which varies across the State. The fourth section provides information on enrollment 
and exiting policies. 

Most Local Workforce Investment Areas Have Spent their WIA Funds 

Each year, local WIBs receive an allotment of funds for the WIA Adult, Dis­
located Worker, and Youth programs.  In FY 2001, local WIBs were allocated be­
tween $450,000 and $5.3 million in WIA funds to administer the Adult, Dislocated 
Worker, and Youth programs (Figure 14).  Allocation formulas (Appendix C) are de­
termined based on the economic conditions of the local area.  Ten percent of the 
funds may be used for administration, while the remaining 90 percent must be used 
for program services.  

Local WIBs have two years to spend or obligate their WIA Adult, Dislocated 
Worker, and Youth funds.  After two years, any funding that has not been spent or 
obligated may be recaptured by the VEC.  The recaptured funds may not be returned 
to the same area from which they came, but may be used for statewide activities or 
in areas that did not have to return money to the State. 

At the end of the FY 2002, the VEC recaptured a total of about $760,000 from 
six areas (Table 13).  According to the VEC, this money will be co-mingled with the 
statewide activities funding, rather than being re-designated to other areas.  Rea­
sons for the return of WIA funding vary.  According to the Director of Finance at 
VEC, several areas failed to adhere to a policy of spending FY 2001 dollars before 
spending the new allocations in FY 2002 and FY 2003.  Therefore, some areas may 
have already spent some of their new funding instead of using FY 2001 dollars first. 
The Northern Shenandoah Valley (Area 5) WIB director stated that the area did not 
start serving WIA participants until the spring of 2002, which affected its ability to 
expend the funds on time. 
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Table 13 

Recaptured Funds from WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, 
and Youth Programs 

Area’s Total Amount Re- Percent Recap-
Area Allocation captured  tured

 3. Western Virginia $1,142,000  $  235 0.2 
5. Northern Shenandoah Valley 454,000 165,844 36.5 
7. Region 2000/Central Virginia 557,000 2,718 0.5 

13. Bay Consortium 1,692,000 115,474 6.8 
15. Crater Area  961,000 268,986 28.0 
17. West Piedmont  3,879,000 209,069 5.4 

Total 8,685,000 762,326 8.8 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of data provided by the Virginia Employment Commission. 
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The VEC Does Not Sufficiently Track 
How Local WIBs Spend their WIA Funds 

As mentioned, local WIBs are allotted three WIA grants for the Adult, Dis­
located Worker, and Youth programs.  The fiscal agent for the local WIB may re­
quest reimbursements from the VEC up to the allotted amount.  Currently, the VEC 
tracks only whether the reimbursements are for program expenses (at least 90 per­
cent) or expenses related to administration (up to 10 percent). 

In order for policy makers to make informed decisions about funding areas 
of training that need additional resources, they must first have information on how 
current funds are spent.  For example, it would be important to know if program 
participants are typically eligible for training funds from other sources, resulting in 
the use of most of the WIA funds for supportive services.  It would also be important 
to know if there are limited training dollars, and if participants are not being sent to 
training because the area is out of money.  

During a recent meeting of the Virginia Workforce Council, members re­
quested that VEC determine the amount of the WIA funds that were spent on train­
ing vouchers for the last two years.  However, VEC could not readily provide the in­
formation because it does not require local WIBs to report these expenditures.  Local 
WIB directors reported training voucher expenditures over two years to JLARC 
staff.  This information has not been independently confirmed or audited, as this ap­
proach would require the review of individual invoices.  This was not feasible given 
the time frame for this study.  It is important to look over two years because several 
areas did not start serving WIA participants until the second fiscal year. 

As shown in Table 14, overall, 19 percent of the Adult program expendi­
tures and 34 percent of the Dislocated Worker program expenditures were for train­
ing vouchers during fiscal years 2001 and 2002.  However, these percentages vary by 
area. For example, the percent of expenditures for the Adult program ranged from 4 
percent in Area 4, to 65 percent in Area 15.  For the Dislocated Worker program, ex­
penditures on training vouchers ranged from 2 percent in Area 4, to 84 percent in 
Area 15.  Reasons for the variation include various record-keeping practices (as 
three areas were unable to provide any data on training expenditures), other sources 
of training funds, local WIB philosophies, and characteristics of the participants. 

WIA funds are considered “funds of last resort,” therefore other available 
funding must be leveraged for training before WIA funds are used.  For example, 
low-income participants may be eligible for federal grants and dislocated workers 
may be eligible for Transitional Adjustment Assistance grants if they were laid off 
due to increased imports.  As a result, some WIA participants attend training 
funded by other sources and WIA may pay mostly for supportive and case manage­
ment services.  This would be an appropriate use of multiple funding sources.  In 



Page 71 III. Local Implementation of the Workforce Investment Act 

Table 14 

Percent of WIA Program Expenditures Spent on  
Training Vouchers During Fiscal Years 2001 and 2002 

Adult Program 
Expenditures 
(in thousands) 

Dislocated Worker Pro­
gram Expenditures  

(in thousands) 
Total  Training Percent Total  Training Percent 

1. Southwest Virginia 2,314 372 16% 815 404 50% 
2. New River/New Mount 

Rogers 
1,608 402 25% 1,361 716 53% 

3. Western Virginia 621 132 21% 550 197 36% 
4. Shenandoah Valley 532 20 4% 453 11 2% 
5. Northern Shenandoah 

Valley 
88 * * 115 * * 

6. Workforce Today! 347 120 35% 505 207 41% 
7. Region 2000/Central 

Virginia 
207 44 21% 288 72 25% 

8. South Central Virginia 855 * * 730 * * 
9. Capital Area/Greater 

Richmond 
489 37 8% 546 92 17% 

10. City of Richmond 965 116 12% 645 163 25% 
11. Northern Virginia 881 230 26% 1,073 524 49% 
12. Alexandria/Arlington 509 214 42% 399 161 40% 
13. Bay Consortium 812 * * 482 * * 
14. Greater Peninsula 1,160 266 23% 1,128 506 45% 
15. Crater Area 468 303 65% 106 89 84% 
16. Hampton Roads 3,412 727 21% 2,032 857 42% 
17. West Piedmont 846 246 29% 612 182 30% 

TOTAL 16,114 3,014 19% 11,841 4,018 34% 
* Training expenditure data were not provided for these areas.  
Note:  Data were not received by areas 5, 8, and 13.  Some areas did not start serving participants until 

FY 2002.  It is important to note that WIA participants may have attended training that was 
funded by other sources. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of training expenditure data provided by workforce investment board di-
rectors and total program expenditure data provided by the Virginia Employment Commis­
sion.  

other areas, for example, layoffs may not have occurred due to increased imports and 
the participants may not be largely low-income.  Therefore, these areas may have 
turned to WIA grants to pay for training.  Most local WIB directors were unable to 
provide information on the source and amount of funding for training by participant 
to determine the extent of the use of other funds for training.  This information was 
also not consistently available in the case files. 

Another reason for variation in expenditures on training may be the vari­
ous philosophies of workforce investment boards.  For example, some areas require 
that participants spend a certain amount of time looking for a job before they are eli­
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gible for training.  Therefore, more of the expenditures may be for case management 
and job search assistance, rather than training.  In other areas, participants move 
through the tiers of services and become eligible for a training voucher in the same 
day.  This is discussed further in this section, which describes the different eligibility 
requirements for WIA program services. 

The characteristics of participants may also affect the expenditures on 
training.  The WIA program is only two years old.  Many of the participants who en­
rolled during those first two years may have limited basic skills, and are therefore 
working through a job readiness program before going into skills training that would 
be paid for using training vouchers.   

In order for the State to audit how local areas spend their program dollars 
and for the Virginia Workforce Council to make spending recommendations to the 
Governor, accurate information must be available.  Currently, data are not consis­
tently collected by the VEC on how WIA program funds are expended.   Therefore, 
the fiscal agents for local workforce investment boards should be required to request 
reimbursements for program-related expenditures based on several sub-categories, 
which should include training vouchers and supportive services payments.  

Recommendation (3).  The Virginia Employment Commission 
should require fiscal agents of local workforce investment boards to pro­
vide detailed and consistent expenditure data, which should include ex­
penditures on training vouchers and supportive services.  These data 
should be reported to the Virginia Workforce Council at its quarterly meet­
ings. 

Eligibility for Intensive and Training Services within the 
WIA Adult and Dislocated Worker Programs Varies by Area  

As explained in Chapter I, the WIA Adult and Dislocated Worker programs 
provide three tiers of services: core, intensive, and training.  Core services are con­
sidered universal, and are open to the public through the one-stop centers.  How­
ever, minimal federal eligibility requirements apply upon enrollment into the WIA 
Adult or Dislocated program for intensive and training services.  Adult participants 
are eligible if they are at least 18 years of age, eligible to work in the U.S., and in 
compliance with Selective Service requirements. Dislocated Worker participants are 
eligible if they have been terminated, laid off, received notification of a termination 
or layoff, or are displaced homemakers.  In addition, WIA legislation and State guid­
ance allow local WIBs to establish a priority of service that could limit eligibility be­
yond the basic federal requirements. 

Priority of Service.  The WIA legislation states that if a local WIB deter­
mines that funds to provide employment and training services in the area are lim­
ited, then the board may establish a priority of service for the Adult program that 
targets low-income individuals first.  The priority of service does not exclude other 
individuals from receiving services, but it does target limited funds to low-income 
individuals. 
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In addition, the VEC developed guidance that allows local WIBs to priori­
tize intensive and training services for both the Adult and the Dislocated Worker 
programs regardless of whether an area determines that funds are limited.  For ex­
ample, an area with a high demand for training in English as a Second Language 
may prioritize services to non-English speaking individuals. Or, an area with a 
large military population may prioritize services to military citizens and their 
spouses.  In addition, State policy allows local WIBs to establish that residents of the 
local area receive priority of service over non-residents.  Guidance requires that if a 
local WIB develops a priority of service plan, all one-stop centers and service provid­
ers in the area must administer the policy consistently.  

Twelve of the 17 local WIBs have determined that funds are limited and, 
therefore, services are targeted to low-income participants first.  Five of these WIBs 
also give priority of service to residents.  In addition, local WIBs may establish prior­
ity of service “plans” that list various target populations in addition to low-income. 
The following case studies provide two examples of priority of service plans in areas 
that determined that funds were limited. 

The Northern Virginia WIB (Area 11) has determined that funds 
are limited.  The priority of service plan states that 30 percent of the 
Adult funds will be used to serve individuals under 200 percent of 
the Lower Living Standard Income Level (LLSIL) or approximately 
280 percent of federal poverty level. The remaining 70 percent will 
be used to serve individuals under 100 percent of the LLSIL (140 
percent of the federal poverty level).  For the Dislocated Worker pro­
gram, priority goes to individuals under 200 percent of LLSIL (280 
percent of federal poverty level). 

* * * 

The Region 2000/Central Virginia WIB (Area 7) has determined 
that funds are limited and identified the following target groups to 
receive priority of services: older individuals, those who are basic 
skills deficient, high school dropouts, offenders, long-term unem­
ployed, individuals with disabilities, displaced homemakers, food 
stamp recipients, those with limited English speaking skills, mem­
bers of a single parent family receiving TANF, and members of a 
family lacking economic self-sufficiency. 

The City of Richmond WIB (Area 9) is an example of an area that has de­
termined that funds for employment and training services are not limited, but has 
still developed a priority of service plan, as allowed by State policy.  The plan de­
scribes the priority of services for both the intensive and training tiers. 

Priority for intensive services goes to an individual who meets one 
of the following: (1) can document unsuccessful job search efforts, 
(2) is a TANF recipient, (3) has established a service plan with Vo­
cational Rehabilitation Services or other partner program, (4) has 
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exhausted unemployment benefits, or (5) whose case manager rec­
ommends intensive services.  

Priority for training services goes to an individual who meets one of 
the following: (1) receives public assistance, (2) lives below federal 
poverty line or 70 percent of Lower Living Standard Income Level, 
(3) receives food stamps, (4) is homeless, (5) has a foster child, (6) is 
an older worker (over 55) and living below 125 percent of poverty, 
or (7) is a resident of the area. 

Although the legislation clearly provides local areas with the flexibility to 
define eligibility based on the needs of the area, variation in how different areas pri­
oritize services may be confusing to customers, especially in terms of the residency 
requirement.  For example, an individual may live closer to a one-stop center that is 
located in an adjoining area that prioritizes services to residents of the area.  Some 
local areas have created policies to address both limited funds and customer conven­
ience. For example, two of the local WIBs in the Northern Virginia region (Areas 11 
and 12) have an agreement to provide WIA intensive and training services to anyone 
who lives in the region.  Services provided to participants are charged to the local 
WIB where the participant lives. 

Time Restrictions.  Another type of eligibility requirement is one linked to 
the time an individual must spend in one tier of services, such as core or intensive 
services, before becoming eligible for the next tier of services.  The WIA legislation 
states that a participant may move to intensive services if at least one core service 
has been provided.  However, it does not preclude local WIBs from establishing 
stricter guidelines, including time restrictions.  State guidance also allows this eligi­
bility restriction. 

One example of time restrictions is the policy established by the Greater 
Peninsula WIB (Area 14).  This WIB places a restriction on the amount of time an 
individual must spend in one tier before moving on to the next tier based on the 
number of barriers the individual may have (such as low-income, basic skills defi­
ciencies, or disabilities).  The standard operating procedures require that individuals 
spend up to 90 days in core services before becoming eligible for intensive services, 
and from 15 to 90 days in intensive services before becoming eligible for training de­
pending on the number of barriers reported by the participant.  According to the pol­
icy documents, the time restrictions are in place to support a “work-first” philosophy 
adopted by the local WIB. 

WIA Participants Are Enrolled and Exited Inconsistently Across Areas  

The Department of Labor (DOL) has provided guidance to the states on 
when to enroll and exit WIA participants.  The guidance on enrollment has been 
challenged by the GAO as confusing and providing substantial room for interpreta­
tion by State or local staff.  Therefore, lacking a clear State policy, it is not unex­
pected that local staff interpret the guidance differently and therefore enroll indi­
viduals inconsistently.  The exiting policy is more straightforward, and it appears 
that some providers may not be following the federal policy. 
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Enrollment.  According to federal guidance, participants should be en­
rolled into the WIA Adult or Dislocated Worker program when there is “significant 
staff involvement in terms of resources or time.”  Intensive services always involve 
significant staff time and therefore participants must be determined eligible and en­
rolled to receive these services. However, core services may require eligibility and 
enrollment depending on the level of staff involvement.  According to DOL, there are 
two levels of core services: (1) self-directed core services (self-service and informa­
tion) where no enrollment is required, and (2) staff-assisted core services (with sig­
nificant staff involvement) where enrollment is required.  To assist local areas in 
distinguishing between the two types of core services, DOL provided case examples, 
such as: 

• 	 Job development, where a staff member acts as a liaison between the 
employer and the individual, is considered a self-directed core service 
and therefore does not require enrollment.  

• 	 Job referral, where a staff member administers basic tests and con­
ducts background checks, is considered a staff-assisted core service 
and therefore requires enrollment. 

Despite these case examples, the guidance provided remains vague. A re­
view of participant files in several workforce investment areas provided evidence 
that participants are enrolled inconsistently across the State.   In several files, case 
managers consistently documented three to four written contacts with an individual 
before enrolling him or her into WIA. However, in other files, participants were of­
ten determined eligible and enrolled on the same day of the initial consultation.   It 
appears that case managers may have a different interpretation of what constitutes 
“significant” staff involvement. 

When JLARC staff asked local WIB directors what the enrollment policy 
was, the answers varied.  Some indicated that participants were enrolled upon re­
ceiving staff-assisted core services.  Other directors indicated that participants are 
enrolled upon receipt of intensive services, and did not use the staff-assisted core 
distinction. Based on these observations, it appears that local WIBs and service 
providers may need further clarification of enrollment policies. 

Exiting. Exiting refers to closing a participant’s case file, at which time 
the participant’s outcomes are included in measuring the program’s performance. 
DOL guidance states that participants may be exited if: (1) the participant has com­
pleted WIA-funded or non-WIA funded partner services, or (2) the participant has 
not received any WIA-funded or non-WIA funded partner service for 90 days and is 
not scheduled for future services except follow-up.  Participants may have a 
“planned gap” of service over 90 days if the gap is due to a delay before the begin­
ning of training or due to a health/medical condition.   

Based on file reviews and a survey of one-stop center operators, it appears 
that participants are not exited on a consistent basis.  When a participant is exited 
from the program is important because upon exit, the participant’s outcomes are in­
cluded in measuring the program’s performance.  Therefore, there may be an incen­
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tive for providers to leave cases open that did not have positive outcomes to avoid 
their inclusion in performance measures. 

Several other factors may contribute to this inconsistency, including confu­
sion regarding follow-up services, inability to re-open a closed case, and non­
compliance.  Follow-up services and case management are similar, except that fol-
low-up occurs after a person is exited.  In some of the case files reviewed by JLARC 
staff, the participant had taken an unsubsidized job and was not receiving addi­
tional services (which is a trigger for exiting), but the case was kept open for more 
than 90 days for the case manager to do follow-up.  In other files, the case managers 
exited the participants immediately when they took an unsubsidized job and contin­
ued follow-up services after the case was closed. 

Case managers also may not exit a participant because the current data 
system does not allow that case to be re-opened by the case manager.   According to 
the WIA Division director, this is done intentionally so that VEC can monitor 
changes made after a case is closed.  To re-open a case, a case manager has to sub­
mit a request to staff at the VEC.  If a participant takes a job and the case manager 
has reason to believe that the individual may be back for services, he or she may 
keep the case open. 

Another reason for the inconsistency in exiting participants may be non­
compliance with the 90-day federal policy.  A review of case files revealed that some 
participants were not exited even though there had been no contact with the partici­
pant for over a year.  When asked why this occurred for several of the files, the case 
managers stated that it was simply an oversight.  In addition, in a survey of one-
stop centers, ten of the respondents who also administer a WIA program reported an 
exiting policy that is inconsistent with the 90-day federal policy.  Four respondents 
have a policy of exiting participants after 30 or 60 days without contact with the 
participant.  Six respondents waited 180 days before exiting participants.  Further 
clarification and monitoring should be provided to ensure that service providers are 
exiting WIA participants according to federal policy. 

Recommendation (4).  The Virginia Employment Commission 
should clarify and monitor the policy for exiting participants from the WIA 
programs. 
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IV. Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth 

Program Participant Outcomes 


In the 2002-2004 Appropriation Act, the General Assembly directed the 
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) to review the administra­
tion of the WIA by the Virginia Employment Commission (VEC).  This chapter ex­
amines the three programs authorized by the WIA: the Adult, Dislocated Worker, 
and Youth programs. These programs provide employment and training services 
through local program providers. 

Local workforce investment boards (WIBs) receive grant funding and des­
ignate service providers for the Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs, as 
authorized by the Workforce Investment Act (WIA).  Local WIBs are held account­
able for outcomes of participants who receive employment and training services 
through these three programs.  The Department of Labor (DOL) evaluates partici­
pant outcomes through 17 performance measures that include job attainment, job 
retention, credential attainment, and customer satisfaction. 

In FY 2001, Virginia did not meet five of the 17 mandated performance 
measures.  Four of the five measures were related to the attainment of a credential 
by participants in the Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs.  Performance 
appeared to be low for these measures due to an insufficient data management sys­
tem that was unable to capture credential information during FY 2001.  The VEC 
has since corrected this problem.  The fifth measure not met was related to the re­
tention rate of a portion of Youth program participants.  Preliminary data suggest 
that the State improved performance in FY 2002. 

Data maintained by the Virginia Employment Commission suggest that 
adult and dislocated worker participants are successfully meeting their goal of ob­
taining employment.  Of those who have exited the programs, 75 percent of adults 
and 79 percent of dislocated workers had unsubsidized employment upon exiting. 
However, these outcomes are point-in-time benchmarks and it is also important to 
evaluate the long-term employment and earnings trends for program participants. 
In addition, without a control group, the outcomes cannot be attributed to program 
services with certainty.  Preliminary findings from this analysis show that, on aver­
age, employment rates and earnings for participants in the Adult and Dislocated 
Worker programs increased during the first few quarters after enrolling in WIA. As 
these programs are only two years old, the long-term effect is yet to be determined. 
These trends should be reviewed again as the programs mature.  

In addition to outcomes, JLARC staff evaluated the types of services WIA 
programs provided to participants by reviewing case files for 438 participants who 
enrolled in the Adult and Dislocated Worker programs during FY 2001.  The infor­
mation collected shows that participants in each program moved through the three 
tiers of service (core, intensive, and training) in a similar path.  About 63 percent of 
the participants in each program accessed training through the WIA programs.  Of 
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the 241 participants that have exited the programs, 62 percent of adults and 87 per­
cent of dislocated workers had unsubsidized employment upon exiting. 

This chapter discusses the JLARC staff findings of the performance out­
comes for the participants in the three WIA programs.  The first section describes 
the population of participants in the Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs 
and illustrates the differences in the employment and earnings trends for those who 
enrolled in the first program year of WIA, FY 2001.  The second section discusses the 
services participants received based on the review of case files for participants in the 
JLARC sample.  The third section describes the 17 federal performance measures 
and why Virginia performed poorly on several of the measures in FY 2001. 

Participants in the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth Programs  

The WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs replaced similar 
programs in existence under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA).  When WIA 
was implemented, about 12,000 JTPA participants were rolled over into the WIA 
programs (Table 15).  Since July of 2000, over 14,000 new participants have been 
enrolled into the programs.  The largest number of enrollments occurred in the 
Adult program, which enrolled over 6,500 new participants in FY 2002. 

Table 15 

Participants Enrolled in WIA Programs 

Adults Dislocated Workers Youth Total 

FY 2001 JTPA rollovers 
FY 2001 New participants 

3,218 
1,458 

5,349 
920 

3,299 
1,948 

11,866 
4,326 

FY 2002 New participants 6,571 846 2,284 9,701 
Total Participants 11,247 7,115 7,531 25,893 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of participant data maintained by the Virginia Employment Commission. 

This section focuses on the characteristics, outcomes, and earnings experi­
ences of the 4,326 participants who enrolled in WIA during FY 2001.  It is necessary 
to focus on participants who enrolled during this year in order to have sufficient 
data after participants enrolled to examine employment and earnings trends.  How­
ever, FY 2001 was an implementation year and results of the outcomes analysis 
should be considered preliminary. 

Demographics.  Figure 15 summarizes the demographics of the WIA par­
ticipants who enrolled in FY 2001.  As shown, the education level between program 
participants varies greatly.  For example, three quarters of the Adult program par­
ticipants have a high school education (51 percent) or less (24 percent). Dislocated 
Worker program participants more often have at least some college education (38 
percent), and less often have below a high school education (8 percent).  Ninety per­
cent of the Youth program participants have not yet completed their high school ed­
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ucation, which is expected as most of the youth are school age (18 or under), or have 
barriers to employment, which may include being a high school dropout. 

Outcomes. As explained in Chapter III, there are several reasons for par­
ticipants exiting the WIA programs, including the attainment of an unsubsidized job 
or not participating in services for over 90 days. Of the 4,326 participants who en­
rolled in WIA in FY 2001, almost 2,000 participants (45 percent) had exited by June 
of 2002.  As Figure 16 illustrates, participants in the three programs have different 
reported outcomes.  For example, 82 percent of the dislocated workers have exited, of 
which 79 percent were reported to have an unsubsidized job upon exit. Only 53 per­
cent of the adult participants have exited, but three quarters of those who exited did 
so with an unsubsidized job. Less than a quarter of the youth participants have ex­
ited. This may be because the services provided to youth are long-term and focused 
on assisting the youth with completing their high school 
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Exited the 
Program with 
Unsubsidized 
Employment 

Outcomes for WIA Participants Who Enrolled in FY 2001 

Figure 16 

Note:  This analysis includes the 4,326 participants who enrolled in WIA during FY 2001. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of participant data maintained by the Virginia Employment Commission. 
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education and obtaining work experience. Those who exited within a short time pe­
riod may not have received all of the services offered by the Youth program. 

These outcomes suggest that the participants enrolled in the Adult and 
Dislocated Worker programs are successful in the goal of obtaining employment. 
However, it is also important to look at whether individuals remain employed and 
whether their earnings after participating in the program are greater than before 
enrolling.  Therefore, JLARC staff examined the employment and earnings experi­
ences for these participants.  The findings of this analysis are presented in the next 
section. 

Employment and Earnings Trends of FY 2001 Enrolled Participants 

Federally mandated performance measures typically relate to point-in-time 
benchmarks.  Another approach to measuring participant outcomes is an analysis of 
earnings trends both before and after enrollment into WIA programs.  As is the case 
with the federal performance measures, this approach cannot link earnings changes 
to program services with certainty due to the lack of a control group.  However, it 
does provide some additional information on the experiences of WIA participants. 

As explained in Chapter I, JLARC staff matched WIA participant data with 
corresponding wage records maintained by the VEC.  The following provides the re­
sults of this analysis for all WIA participants enrolled during the program year end­
ing in June 2001.  Because the WIA programs are relatively new, there are only 
three quarters of wage data available in the time period after participants were en­
rolled.  Therefore, these findings should be considered preliminary and these trends 
should be re-examined as the programs mature. 

On average, the WIA participants who enrolled in WIA during FY 2001 ex­
perienced an increase in employment and earnings after enrolling in the programs, 
as shown in Figure 16.  Adults and youth experienced this increase in the first quar­
ter after enrolling in WIA.  Dislocated workers continued to experience decreasing 
employment and earnings until the second quarter after enrolling in WIA, when the 
trends turned upwards.  This is expected since workers may enroll in WIA once they 
have received notification that they will be laid off.  The actual layoff may not occur 
until the quarter after enrollment. 

As shown in Figure 17, almost 90 percent of dislocated workers were em­
ployed one year before entering WIA and were earning an average of $6,000 per 
quarter.  By the first quarter after enrollment, only 60 percent were employed and 
average earnings were below $3,000.  This is not entirely unexpected as dislocated 
workers are often relatively highly paid employees who were laid off from noncom­
petitive jobs or industries.  By the second and third quarter after enrollment, the 
participants’ employment and earnings were increasing, but were still well below 
what they were making prior to enrollment. As shown in Figure 18, 80 percent of 
Dislocated Worker participants were earning less in the third quarter after enrolling 
in WIA than they were prior to enrollment. 
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The Adult program participants experienced an increase in employment 
and earnings in the first quarter after enrollment.  As shown in Figure 17, adults 
had average earnings of $1,500 in their first quarter after enrollment, which is a 15 
percent increase from the quarter prior to enrollment. However, by the third quar­
ter after enrollment, the average earnings were roughly equal to the average earn­
ings four quarters prior to enrollment.  Both the employment and earnings of adult 
participants decreased in the third quarter after enrollment. 

The Youth program operates differently than the Adult and Dislocated 
Worker programs.  It is focused on long-term support and work experience to assist 
youth in completing their education and moving into a self-sustaining career. 
Therefore, it is expected that earnings may not substantially increase during the 
first year or two of involvement with the WIA program.  This is exactly what is 
shown in Figure 17.  There is a temporary increase in employment in the first quar­
ter after enrollment, but this may be due to temporary summer employment experi­
ences. 

JLARC staff also looked at employment and earnings for the WIA partici­
pants who enrolled in the program during FY 2001 and had exited by June of 2002. 
Outcome and performance measurement do not apply for these programs until par­
ticipants have stopped receiving services, or exited.  As shown in Figure 19, the 
experiences of these 1,964 participants are similar to that of the population of par­
ticipants who enrolled in WIA.  Dislocated workers and adults show increasing em­
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ployment and earnings in the first few quarters after enrolling in WIA and then the 
employment and earnings start to decrease in the third quarter after enrollment. 
The youth participants who exited, which was only 17 percent of the enrolled youth, 
had a temporary spike in employment, most likely due to summer work opportuni­
ties.  

It is important to note than this analysis cannot single out the WIA pro­
gram as the cause of any increases in employment and earnings.  As shown in Chap­
ter II, program participants may be enrolled in multiple programs, receiving services 
in addition to those provided through these programs.  As the State works towards 
consolidating data collection for the multitude of workforce training programs, this 
analysis could be replicated, controlling for the totality of services received by par­
ticipants through the State’s workforce training effort. 

SERVICES AND OUTCOMES OF PARTICIPANTS 
IN THE JLARC SAMPLE 

The Virginia Employment Commission (VEC) maintains participant data 
for the WIA programs.  However, these data do not include complete information on 
the services received by participants enrolled in FY 2001 due to constraints of the 
data management system and untimely updates by local areas.  Therefore, in order 
to examine the services received by WIA participants and the outcomes based on 
those services, JLARC staff reviewed case files for a stratified random sample of 438 
Adult and Dislocated Worker program participants. 

As explained in Chapter I, participants move through three tiers of ser­
vices:  core (self-directed and staff-assisted), intensive, and training.  Based on the 
review of participant files, it appears that, on average, participants from each pro­
gram move through the tiers of service in a similar way.  For example, 63 percent of 
both the adults and dislocated workers attended training while enrolled in the pro­
grams.  However, it is also clear from the review that some areas differ in how they 
move participants through the tiers of services.  As explained in Chapter III, the dis­
cretion for determining eligibility for each tier of service currently rests with the lo­
cal WIBs.  

The review of case files also revealed that adults and dislocated workers dif­
fer in their outcomes, as was seen in the population of participants discussed earlier 
in this chapter. Of the participants in the JLARC sample who exited WIA, 62 per­
cent of adults and 87 percent of dislocated workers were reported to have unsubsi­
dized employment upon exiting.  In addition, the percent of participants who exited 
with unsubsidized employment was similar regardless of whether the participants 
exited after receiving intensive services or exited after completing 

training.  This may suggest that those participants who do not need additional train­
ing to find unsubsidized employment are taking a job and exiting the program before 
receiving any training.  However, based on the available data, it is not possible to 
determine whether the participants who did attend and complete training would 
have found an unsubsidized job without being provided those services. 
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The following sections provide the JLARC staff findings based on the re­
view of participant case files.  The first section discusses the participant demograph­
ics and reported barriers.  The second section describes the types of services received 
and reported outcomes for participants. 

Demographics and Reported Barriers for 
the Participants in the JLARC Sample 

JLARC staff conducted file reviews for 438 participants in the Adult and 
Dislocated Worker programs in seven local workforce investment areas.  The goal of 
these reviews was to collect information on participants, the services they received, 
the type of training they attended, and their outcomes.  The data instrument used to 
conduct the review is provided in Appendix E.  This section summarizes the infor­
mation on demographics and reported barriers collected through the file reviews. 

Figure 20 presents the demographics of the participants in the JLARC 
sample.  The race, sex, and education of the participants are similar to that of the 
population.  Of the adult participants, 73 percent are female and 21 percent do not 
have a high school education or its equivalent.  Of the dislocated workers, 56 percent 
are female and only nine percent have less than a high school education.  As dis­
cussed previously, the different education levels between the two groups may affect 
the types of services needed. 

Adults and dislocated workers are also different in terms of the barriers to 
employment they face.  The WIA lists fourteen characteristics that could be consid­
ered barriers to employment, such as having a disability, having a deficiency of basic 
skills, or being a single parent.  All of the participants have at least one 
barrier because of the eligibility requirements for the Adult and Dislocated Worker 
program.  For example, only individuals who are dislocated workers (which is one of 
the barriers) are eligible for the Dislocated Worker program, and in most areas, low-
income individuals receive priority for the Adult program. 

As shown in Figure 21, adult participants have more reported barriers to 
employment than dislocated workers.  For example, 54 percent of the adult partici­
pants had three or more barriers while only 30 percent of the dislocated workers had 
three or more barriers.  Individuals who have multiple barriers to employment may 
have more difficulty finding self-sustaining employment.  As a result, they may need 
additional services, such as basic education or supportive services, which could in­
clude child care or transportation allowances. 

The bottom half of Figure 21 shows the percent of adult and dislocated 
workers with each of the barriers identified in the WIA.  As shown, adults more of­
ten have each barrier, with the exception of the dislocated worker barrier.  More­
over, almost 49 percent of the adult participants are single parents, 33 percent are 
long-term unemployed (15 or more weeks), and 33 percent are basic skills deficient, 
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are reported in Appendix G. 
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which means that they read, write, or compute at or below the eighth grade level.  It 
is important to note that the same participant may fall into multiple barrier catego­
ries.  

Sixty-Three Percent of the Participants in the JLARC Sample 
Attended Training While Enrolled in the WIA Programs  

Participants move through three tiers of program services categorized as 
core (self-directed and staff-assisted), intensive, and training.  WIA requires that 
individuals must receive at least one service in a tier in order to move into the next 
tier of services.  Figure 22 illustrates how participants in the JLARC study sample 
moved through the three tiers of service.  As shown, 63 percent of both adults and 
dislocated workers in the sample attended training while enrolled in the WIA pro­
grams.  About 62 percent of those who attended training successfully completed 
their studies.  The remaining participants either stopped attending or their comple­
tion of training is pending. 

Service Path. On average, the adult and dislocated worker participants in 
the JLARC sample moved in a similar way through the three tiers of service.  There­
fore, Figure 23 shows the service path collectively for participants in the two pro­
grams.  All of the participants received self-directed core services (such as job search 
and information gathering) and staff-assisted core services (such as job clubs or job  
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search assistance).  As discussed in Chapter III, enrollment should occur prior to 
staff-assisted core services or prior to intensive services (if no staff-assisted core ser­
vices are received). Of those who received only core services, 14 participants (3 per­
cent) were still in core services when the file review was conducted, 4 participants (1 
percent) had exited, and 420 participants (96 percent) moved on to intensive ser­
vices. 

Participants who received intensive services primarily received skills as­
sessment (72 percent), case management (82 percent), and individual employment 
planning services (82 percent). After receiving these services, 90 participants exited 
the program and 54 participants were still in intensive services at the time of the 
file review.  The remaining 276 participants moved to the training tier.  It is impor­
tant to note that the case files only indicated that the participants attended training 
while enrolled in the WIA program.  The files did not consistently indicate whether 
the WIA program funded the training.  WIA training funds are considered “funds of 
last resort.”  Therefore, participants  may receive PELL grants (federal grants for 
low-income individuals to attend college) or other program funds (such as NAFTA­
TAA) for training.  If other funds do pay for training, the WIA program may pay for 
books, child care, or transportation. JLARC staff recommend that the expenditure 
of WIA funds be tracked in more detail, which is discussed in Chapter III. 

The WIA focuses on customer choice, so participants who receive training 
vouchers may choose what program of training to attend.  According to the case files, 
of the participants who attended training, 29 percent of adults attended healthcare 
training and 45 percent of dislocated workers attended computer training.  Com­
puter training ranged from basic computer application training to A+ training certi­
fication.  Healthcare training included registered nursing, certified nursing assis­
tant, or licensed nurse practitioner.  Figure 24 illustrates that these were the fields 
that had the highest percentage of participants.  Other training included general 
skills training, which includes courses or classes that do not lead to a specific degree 
or certification, commercial driving, on-the-job training and training towards an as-
sociate’s degree.  Of those who attended training, 170 (62 percent) completed the 
training program.  The remaining participants either did not complete training or 
are still in the training. 

The case files also did not provide consistent information on whether a cre­
dential was achieved.  Information was typically in the files when a credential was 
achieved at the time training was completed, such as attainment of an associate’s 
degree. However, some areas of study, such as nursing training, requirethe passage 
of a licensing exam for a certification. The follow-up information indicating whether 
the participant achieved certification was not systematically in the case files. As ex­
plained in Chapter III, this is an area of information gathering that the VEC needs 
to improve. 

The file reviews revealed differences in the way services are provided in dif­
ferent areas.  While adults and dislocated workers move among the tiers of service 
in a similar way, on average, local areas differ in the types of services provided to 
participants. As the following case examples show, adult participants in Area 11 ap­
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pear to rarely receive training, while adult participants in Area 6 appear to almost 
always receive training.  

Few of the Adult program participants in Northern Virginia (Area 
11) attend training.  In the file reviews, only three of the 35 adults 
entered a training program. One of the reasons for this practice 
may be that many of the adults have barriers to employment that 
include basic skills deficiencies.  For many of these individuals, 
English is a second language, and they must attend English and 
other education classes before moving into training.  In addition, 
one local staff member stated that the local WIB in this area is 
more focused on the dislocated workers and training them for the 
technology sector. 

* * * 
In the Workforce Today! area (Area 6), the Adult program is ad­
ministered by and located at the Piedmont Virginia Community 
College.  According to the program’s director, most of the partici­
pants are referred to the program from the community college’s fi­
nancial aid office.  As a result, almost all of the participants in the 
Adult program enter training, because they have typically expressed 
interest already and may even have registered in the college prior to 
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enrollment into the program.  The program director is working 
with the one-stop center in the area to bring in more participants 
through the center’s contact with the eligible population.  

Outcomes. Based on the file review data, 87 percent of the dislocated 
workers who exited the WIA program were exiting with an unsubsidized job, as 
shown in Figure 25.  Adult participants had less successful outcomes, with only 
62 percent exiting with an unsubsidized job.  The remaining participants exited for 
other reasons, which included no longer attending services, being out of contact for 
more than 90 days, moving out of town, or due to health reasons. 

For dislocated workers, the point at which the participants exit does not 
appear to affect their outcome.  As shown in Figure 26, regardless of when dislocated 
workers exit from the program, 81 to 100 percent of the participants exit with un-
subsidized employment. However, the time of exit appears to affect the success of 
the Adult program participants.  As shown, Adult participants who exit after start­
ing, but not completing, training only exit with unsubsidized employment 30 percent 
of the time. However, 72 percent and 65 percent of the Adult participants who exit 
after receiving intensive services or after completing training exit with employment. 
As the programs mature, the VEC should consider looking at employment and earn-
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ings trends for participants based on the types of services they receive.  For example, 
are the employment and earnings experiences more positive for participants who 
attended and completed training?  Because the program is only two years old, many 
of the participants who completed training did so in the second or third quarter after 
enrolling in WIA. Therefore, any positive effect of that training on earnings could 
not yet be captured.  This analysis should be considered as sufficient time passes to 
review participants’ experiences. 
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FEDERAL PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

The performance of the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth pro­
grams is measured by 17 federal performance measures that must be reported to the 
Department of Labor (DOL) each year.  At the end of the fiscal year, states are 
evaluated based on their ability to meet the level for each measure, which is negoti­
ated with DOL.  Based on states’ performance, DOL may reward good performance 
with incentive grants or sanction poor performance by reducing the WIA grant 
amounts. 

During the first year of implementation of WIA, FY 2001, Virginia did not 
meet five of the 17 performance measures mandated by legislation.  However, four of 
the five failed measures were related to credentialing for the Adult, Dislocated 
Worker, and Youth programs.  The low performance on these measures occurred in 
part because the data management system did not track credentialing and the US 
Department of Labor (DOL) delayed the decision in determining whether or not to 
require the credentialing measures to be reported until well into the first year. 
These problems have been resolved, however, and the State is held “harmless” for 
performance in the first year of implementation.  Preliminary data show that, in FY 
2002, Virginia’s performance has improved. 

In addition, current State-negotiated levels of performance with the DOL 
are higher than the average negotiated levels of the 17 local workforce investment 
areas across the State.  Therefore, the State has the potential to fail a federal nego­
tiated rate, even though all of the local workforce investment areas may pass their 
local negotiated levels of performance.  Therefore, local negotiated levels of perform­
ance should be re-visited to accurately reflect the State’s federal negotiated levels of 
performance. 

The following is a discussion of Virginia’s performance of the three WIA 
programs.  The first section describes the 17 federal performance measures.  The 
second section explains how Virginia performed on those measures and what factors 
contributed to their seemingly poor performance.  The third section discusses how 
local workforce investment areas performed on the various measures. 

Federal Performance Measures for the Adult, 
Dislocated Worker, and Youth Programs 

The WIA legislation established 17 total performance measures for the 
Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth Programs.  Fifteen of the measures track rates 
at which participants enter employment, retain employment, increase earnings, and 
achieve credentials.  In Virginia, the data for these measures are collected directly 
from service providers through an online data management system. The remaining 
two measures track overall participant and employer customer satisfaction. The 
data for these measures are collected through a contract with Virginia Common­
wealth University (VCU).  VCU conducts  telephone surveys with both individuals 
and businesses served by the WIA programs.  Appendix F provides the formula for 
determining each of these measures. 



Page 96    IV. Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth Program Participant Outcomes 

per­

In FY 

A 

l i i
i i i l i i

l

i i l
i

72 
67 

58 67 72 

Levels of performance are negotiated between states and the DOL based 
on the economic conditions of each state.  Negotiated levels are used by the DOL to 
determine if a state “meets or exceeds,” “passes,” or “fails” its performance measures. 
Exhibit 11 demonstrates how a state may pass a negotiated rate.  A performance 
measure is met or exceeded if the actual level is equal to or greater than the negoti­
ated level of performance.  A state “passes” a measure if the actual level is at least 
80 percent of the negotiated level, and a state “fails” a measure if the actual level is 
less than 80 percent of the negotiated level. 

The example in Exhibit 11 is based on the Entered Employment Rate
formance measure for the Adult program.  Virginia’s negotiated level is 72, signify­
ing that 72 percent of the population exiting the program will be employed.
2001, Virginia participants experienced an actual rate of 67.  Although the State did 
not “meet” its negotiated level of 72, it still “passes” the measure because it achieved 
a level of at least 58, or 80 percent of the negotiated level. Virginia would have 
“failed” the measure if the actual rate fell below 58. 

WIA program performance measures are used by DOL to provide incentives 
to states that are performing well and to sanction states for poor performance.
state is eligible for an incentive grant when it cumulatively meets or exceeds the 
performance measures for each of the Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth pro­
grams and the customer satisfaction measures, and does not fail any of the 17 nego­
tiated performance measures.  In addition, a state must also meet the negotiated 
performance measures for the Adult Education and Literacy Act and the Post-
Secondary Adult Career and Technical Education programs, which were also author­
ized under WIA.  Incentive grants range from $750,000 to $3 million.   

States that fail at least one of their measures for two consecutive years can 
be sanctioned and subject to a five percent maximum reduction in annual WIA allo-

Example of How a State Passes a Negotiated Rate 

Exhibit 11 

* The Entered Emp oyment Rate is def ned by WIA as the percentage of partic pants who got a job by the end of 
the f rst quarter after ex ting WIA.  Th s measure does not inc ude partic pants who were employed at the t me 
of enrol ment. 
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Gu dance Letter (TEGL) 8-99. 
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cations.  However, it is important to note that states were “held harmless” for their 
performance under WIA during their first year of implementation.  Therefore, Vir-
ginia’s performance in FY 2001 will not result in the State being sanctioned.   

Primarily Due to an Insufficient Data Management System, Virginia Did  
Not Pass Five of the 17 Federal Performance Measures in Fiscal Year 2001 

In FY 2001, Virginia did not pass five of the 17 negotiated performance 
measures.  As shown in Table 16, Virginia failed all four measures related to creden­
tialing and also failed the retention rate for the younger youth component of the 
Youth program.  It is important to note that all 17 local workforce investment areas 
failed these measures, as well. 

Despite Virginia’s shortcomings, other states appear to experience similar 
difficulties among the same five failed performance measures (Table 16).  For exam­
ple, 28 percent of all states failed the Dislocated Worker credential attainment 
measure, which Virginia also failed.  In addition, unlike Virginia, some states im­
plemented the WIA program early, in FY 2000.  Therefore, the FY 2001 performance 
data for some states is for their second year, rather than their implementation year, 
as it was for Virginia. According to preliminary data provided by WIA Division staff, 
Virginia’s performance appears to have improved in FY 2002.  According to the WIA 
Division Director, final performance data will be available in December 2002. 

Credential Rate Measures. The State did not pass the- four credential 
rate measures in FY 2001 because the VEC was unable to report data regarding this 
measure to the DOL. During this year, the service providers were still using the 
data system that was used for tracking participants under the Job Training Part­
nership Act (JTPA), which WIA superseded.  This system did not have a field for en­
tering data on the attainment of a credential. 

VEC may have chosen to continue with this data system because, according 
to the General Accounting Office (GAO), the DOL did not inform states until March 
of 2001 – eight months after program implementation – that the credential meas­
ures would indeed be included in the measuring of performance for the first year (FY 
2001).  According to the GAO report, many states, including Virginia, held off track­
ing this performance measure and developing the appropriate data management 
system for this reason. 

VEC implemented a temporary data system used to capture performance 
data for FY 2002 that tracks whether a credential is attained before a participant 
exits WIA. However, a credential may be attained after a participant is exited from 
the WIA programs.  For example, a participant may complete his or her nursing edu­
cation, is exited from the program, and then takes the licensing exam.  Currently, 
case managers do not have the ability to re-open closed cases remotely.  Therefore, 
VEC is now in the process of requesting follow-up information on credential attain­
ment from case managers.  This information will be manually entered into the data 
system by VEC staff in Richmond. 
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Table 16 

Virginia’s Performance for the WIA Adult,  
Dislocated Worker, and Youth Programs  

FY 2001 

Workforce Investment All States 
Areas Virginia (n=50) 

(Number of Areas Re­
ceiving Grade) 9 =Pass 

X =Fail 
Percent 
Passing Fail Pass 

Adult 
Entered Employment Rate 2 15 9 100 
Employment Retention Rate 0 17 9 100 
Earnings Change in Six Months 1 16 9 96 
Employment and Credential Rate 17 0 X 76 
Dislocated Worker 
Entered Employment Rate 0 17 9 100 
Employment Retention Rate 0 17 9 98 
Earnings Replacement Rate 0 17 9 100 
Employment and Credential Rate 17 0 X 72 
Youth (Older) 
Entered Employment Rate 0 17 9 94 
Employment Retention Rate 1 16 9 100 
Earnings Change in Six Months 3 14 9 94 
Credential Rate 17 0 X 62 
Youth (Younger) 
Skill Attainment Rate 13 4 9 88 
Diploma or Equivalent 17 0 X 66 
Retention Rate 17 0 X 74 
All Programs 
Customer Satisfaction-
Participants 3 14 9 100 

Customer Satisfaction-
Employers 

0 17 9 100 

Note: An area passes if 80 percent of the negotiated performance measure is met. 

Source:  JLARC staff analysis of the WIA annual report of adult, dislocated worker, and youth activities entitled, “Re­
engineering Virginia’s Workforce Development System.” 

In the spring of 2003, VEC plans to implement a new data system it is de­
veloping in conjunction with several other states and the regional DOL office.  Ac­
cording to a WIA Division staff member, this system will have more capabilities and 
provide better tracking of the credential measure. 

The Younger Youth Retention Rate. The fifth measure Virginia did not 
attain was the younger youth retention rate.  This may have occurred because the 
younger youth program (a component of the WIA Youth program) is a long-term 
program that helps youth complete school and find sustainable employment.  Par­
ticipants exiting after a year of services typically have not completed all of the ser­
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vice activities and, therefore, may produce unsuccessful results.  Consequently, dur­
ing the first few years of implementation, a low retention rate in the younger youth 
component is likely to occur.  However, it is important to note that 74 percent of 
states passed this measure.  The Commissioner at VEC stated that this is an area 
that needs to be improved in Virginia. 

Local Performance Levels Are Negotiated Such That the State 
May Not Pass a Measure Even Though All of the Areas Pass 

After the VEC negotiates performance levels with the DOL, the agency ne­
gotiates performance levels with each of the local workforce investment areas. 
Based on local areas’ attainment of those measures, they may receive incentive 
grants from the State, or be sanctioned if the area continues to fail measures over 
time.  

Table 17 shows the number of performance levels that local areas passed in 
FY 2001 (as Exhibit 11 illustrated, a measure is passed if the actual rate is at least 
80 percent of the negotiated rate).  The most measures passed by any area was 12, 

Table 17 

Performance Measures Passed by 
Local Workforce Investment Areas in FY 2001 

Area Number of Measures Passed  
1. Southwest Virginia  12 
2. New River/New Mount Rogers 9 
3. Western Virginia 9 
4. Shenandoah Valley* 12 
5. Northern Shenandoah Valley 10 
6. Workforce Today! 11 
7. Region 2002/Central Virginia 9 
8. South Central Virginia 10 
9. Capital Area 11 
10. City of Richmond* 11 
11. Northern Virginia* 11 
12. Alexandria/Arlington 11 
13. Bay Consortium 11 
14. Greater Peninsula* 11 
15. Crater Area 11 
16. Hampton Roads* 12 
17. West Piedmont 10 

* The Virginia Workforce Council has recommended incentive awards for these areas. 
Note: Those areas in bold were eligible for State incentive grants because they passed at least 11 measures. 

An area passes if the actual performance rate is at least 80 percent of the negotiated performance rate. 

Source:  JLARC staff analysis of Virginia’s annual report of Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth activities entitled,
   “Re- engineering Virginia’s Workforce Development System.” 
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which mirrors the statewide experience. The least number of measures passed was 
nine.  The 11 areas that passed at least 11 measures were eligible to receive State 
incentive grants.  The State established the 11-measures benchmark to take into 
consideration that local areas could not track the four credential measures and that 
FY 2001 was an implementation year.   

Of the 11 boards eligible for incentive grants, only six submitted an applica­
tion.  The Virginia Workforce Council (the Council) has recommended that the local 
WIBs in areas 10, 11, 14, and 16 receive monetary awards for local and regional co­
ordination.  The Council also recommended that the local WIB in area 4 receive a 
non-monetary award for best practices.  The Governor is currently considering these 
awards.  

Negotiation of Local Rates. Virginia currently has the potential to not 
pass State performance measures even though all local areas may pass their own 
negotiated performance levels.  When the local rates are negotiated, the average of 
the local levels should reflect the State’s negotiated level.  Therefore, if all of the lo­
cal areas pass, then the State passes.  However, this methodology was not used by 
VEC in negotiating local rates. 

It appears that many local areas were allowed to set their own performance 
levels rather than negotiate a rate with the State.  According to a WIA Division staff 
member, there was no consistency in how areas chose their levels of performance. 
For example, some areas that operated prior JTPA programs may have used JTPA 
data. Other areas relied on local area information such as unemployment rates or 
employment growth.  In addition, given the other implementation demands of WIA, 
some local WIBs may not have considered negotiating performance levels as a prior­
ity and simply used the State negotiated level as their benchmark. 

As a result, the average of the workforce investment areas’ negotiated lev­
els is lower than the State negotiated level for all performance measures.  For ex­
ample, the State’s passing performance level for the rate of employment in the Adult 
program is 58 percent.  However, the average of the negotiated rates for the work­
force  investment areas  is 51 percent.  Consequently, if all areas pass their negoti­
ated levels, but do not exceed them, the State will have a 51 percent performance 
rate and fail the State measure.  If this occurs over time, the State may be sanc­
tioned and could receive up to a five percent reduction in funding and it will not be 
eligible for incentive grants. Despite the fact that the areas pass their performance 
levels, local areas would be affected by the funding cuts, as they are the primary re­
cipients of the allocation.  Therefore, the State should re-align the negotiated State 
levels of performance with the local area negotiated levels, so as to avoid the poten­
tial for areas to succeed while the State fails. 

Recommendation (5).  The Virginia Employment Commission 
should re-negotiate each of the local workforce investment areas’ perform­
ance levels for the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs to 
ensure that the average of the local rates is at least equal to the rate nego­
tiated for the State.    
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V. State Administration of the 

Workforce Investment Act 


The Virginia Employment Commission (VEC) is responsible for implement­
ing and monitoring the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) one-stop service delivery 
system.  The VEC has made some progress in meeting its mandate to develop a new 
model for delivering workforce training services.  However, the agency does not have 
the necessary authority to successfully re-structure the delivery of workforce ser­
vices in the Commonwealth.  In addition, the Commonwealth has not established 
sufficient accountability to ensure the development of a true statewide system.  Con­
sequently, a statewide system of workforce training has not yet been developed. 

For the first two years of WIA implementation, the VEC took a “hands-off” 
approach to administration.  According to the current VEC Commissioner, when the 
program was first implemented, the agency was directed to leave the system devel­
opment and administration to the local workforce investment boards (WIBs) and lo­
cal elected officials.  While the WIA does provide considerable flexibility to local ar­
eas, statewide system building can only be accomplished with guidance and 
oversight from the State.  Further, the WIA mandates that states complete monitor­
ing and capacity-building activities necessary to support system development.  The 
VEC has not sufficiently completed many of these mandated activities.  The current 
commissioner of the VEC says that it has now taken a more proactive approach to 
administering the WIA. However, a structural lack of authority and accountability 
precludes the VEC, or any other existing State agency, from being successful in long-
term system-building. 

Therefore, based on this and other findings, such as the potential for dupli­
cation among workforce training programs, and the lack of authority and account­
ability in the current State structure, JLARC staff recommend that Virginia con­
sider adopting a different model of governing workforce training programs.  The new 
model should consolidate workforce training programs under one agency, which 
should be responsible for the administration of the WIA.  In addition, the monitoring 
of the system and general policy direction should be the responsibility of the Virginia 
Workforce Council (the Council), which includes the Governor, members of his cabi­
net, and a majority of members from the business community.  However, the Council 
should have independent staff through either the Governor’s office, the office of the 
Secretary of Commerce and Trade, or a public-private partnership.  It is important 
to note that no new staff will be needed to implement the new model. 

To establish authority and accountability, the director of the new agency 
should be the lead for administration of State workforce training programs, and the 
director of the Council should be the lead for strategic planning and system devel­
opment.  These two individuals should work closely to establish a system that uses 
funding in the most effective manner to provide comprehensive, seamless services in 
support of a quality workforce and sustained economic development.   



Page 102      V. State Administration of the Workforce Investment Act 

This chapter addresses the effectiveness of the Virginia Employment Com­
mission in administering WIA and explores other models of State governance.  The 
first section describes the eight activities VEC is mandated to accomplish as admin­
istrator of WIA and its effectiveness in completing those activities.  The second sec­
tion provides information on how other states have implemented WIA and how Vir­
ginia could adopt some best practices to more efficiently and effectively coordinate 
its workforce training effort.  

COMPLETION OF MANDATED ACTIVITIES BY THE 
VIRGINIA EMPLOYMENT COMMISSION  

Each year, the VEC retains 22 percent of the total WIA grants for admini­
stration of eight mandated activities.  Four of the activities VEC performs are di­
rectly related to administering and monitoring WIA programs.  The remaining ac­
tivities include assisting in the establishment of the one-stop service delivery 
system, providing incentive grants, maintaining fiscal and data management sys­
tems, and administering the Rapid Response program. 

VEC has generally taken a “hands-off” approach to administering the WIA. 
As a result, while most all of the activities mandated by the WIA have been initi­
ated, half have yet to be sufficiently completed.  The agency does measure and report 
program performance, provide technical assistance to local staff, maintain a fiscal 
management system, and administer a Rapid Response program.  In addition, incen­
tive grants are pending approval by the Governor, and a data management system is 
currently being developed. 

However, there are three activities that the VEC needs to improve. First, 
the State needs to set minimum standards for the performance of training providers. 
In addition, VEC needs to monitor how local workforce investment boards are re­
certifying training providers.  These are the providers of training programs that par­
ticipants may attend using a WIA voucher.  Second, according to the VEC Commis­
sioner, the agency has not yet initiated formal work on providing targeted technical 
assistance to areas with high concentrations of youth.  Lastly, the VEC needs to de­
velop a statewide one-stop service delivery system. 

Successful completion of this last activity requires appropriate guidance 
and monitoring of local WIBs and one-stop centers, and “branding” a statewide sys­
tem that is recognizable to citizens and employers.  Accomplishing these tasks re­
quires cooperation of the multiple State agencies that administer workforce training 
programs.  The VEC does not have the authority to complete this charge.  The 
agency has attempted to establish partnerships and provide additional assistance to 
staff in establishing a one-stop system over the last several months.  However, the 
current State structure precludes the agency from establishing a coordinated, well-
functioning system.  Neither the VEC, nor any other existing State agency, has the 
authority needed to administer the WIA. 



Page 103      V. State Administration of the Workforce Investment Act 

The next few sections describe the activities mandated by the WIA.  The 
first section describes the funding and expenditures for these activities, and the re­
maining sections detail the VEC’s progress on each of its eight mandated activities.  

Overview of Funding for Mandated Activities 

As the lead agency, the VEC receives three WIA formula grants, titled WIA 
Adult, WIA Dislocated Worker, and WIA Youth.  In FY 2002, the VEC retained $9 
million, or 22 percent of the total grant amount, for State administration, statewide 
activities, and the Rapid Response program (Figure 27).  The remaining 78 percent 
was allocated to the local workforce investment boards for administering the WIA 
Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs. 

The State must expend or obligate 80 percent of each WIA grant within 
the first year of allocation and the entire grant within three years of allocation.  At 
the end of three years, any funds that have not been expended or obligated may be 
recaptured by the U.S. Department of Labor. Thus far, the VEC has spent or obli­
gated sufficient funds such that no money has been recaptured by the DOL.  In addi­
tion, the VEC is on track to expend or obligate the FY 2001 grant funding, so it is 
not anticipated that the State will have to return any funds at the end of the current 
fiscal year (FY 2003). 
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In FY 2001 and FY 2002, VEC expended $9.8 million on State admini­
stration, statewide activities, and the rapid response program.  This accounts for 
over half of the funding available for these functions.  Figure 28 illustrates the total 
amou nt of expenditures and unexpended funds based on the year of the WIA grant. 
As of June 30, 2002, the VEC had $14.9 million available for expenditure.  This 
amount includes carry-over funding from previous grants and the entire FY 2003 
grant.  The following sections discuss the expenditure of funds by VEC for State ad­
ministration, statewide activities, and Rapid Response. 

State Administration.  The VEC retains five percent of each WIA grant 
(Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth) to use for State administration.  These funds 
are co-mingled and may be used for the following:  

• 	 general administrative functions such as accounting, payroll, and pro­
curement, 
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• 	 oversight and monitoring of administrative functions, 

• 	 costs of goods and services required for administrative functions, 

• 	 travel costs incurred for officials for carrying out administrative func­
tions, and  

• 	 costs of information systems related to administrative functions. 

In FY 2001, VEC expended $1 million on these activities, 69 percent of 
which was spent on personnel.  In FY 2002, $1.4 million was spent, of which 56 per­
cent was used for personnel costs.  If the State spends less than five percent on these 
activities, the balance may be transferred to the statewide activities fund, as long as 
the sum of the funds for State administration and statewide activities does not ex­
ceed 15 percent of the total WIA grant.

 Statewide Activities.  Ten percent of the Adult, Dislocated Worker, and 
Youth grants are co-mingled and retained by the VEC for statewide activities.  This 
funding is also referred to as the Governor’s Discretionary Fund because it is the 
most flexible funding stream within WIA.  These dollars may be used to fund man­
dated activities, as well as statewide programs as determined by the Governor.  In 
Virginia, the General Assembly has designated support for two programs out of this 
funding stream: Education for Independence and Skills Centers (Figure 29).  In FY 
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2002, $1.8 million (48 percent) of the $3.7 million spent from the statewide activities 
fund was spent on these two programs.  The remaining expenditures were for per­
sonnel and other related costs, such as operating expenses. 

Several members of the Virginia Workforce Council have expressed frus­
tration that funds are obligated out of the statewide activities funds for these pro­
grams.  One opinion expressed was that the programs should be funded by the local 
WIBs if the WIBs determine that the program supports the area’s efforts and is not 
duplicative to other efforts.  As discussed in Chapter II, the Education for Independ­
ence program appears to be duplicative in areas where the local WIB has established 
that the WIA Adult program targets low-income individuals first. 

Another argument suggested to JLARC staff is that the funds should not be 
designated for these programs because the VEC needs the funds to complete man­
dated activities.  However, this argument may not be palatable when it appears that 
the VEC continues to carry-over available funds instead of spending them on state­
wide activities. 

Rapid Response.  The VEC retains 25 percent of the WIA Dislocated 
Worker grant each year to administer the Rapid Response program, which provides 
on-site services to individuals facing a layoff (Figure 30).  Administering this pro-
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gram is one of the eight activities mandated by the WIA.  In addition to funding this 
program, the 25 percent retained by VEC was also used to fund Coordinated Eco­
nomic Relief Centers (CERCs), which were discussed in Chapter III, and grants to 
local areas that have faced an increase in unemployment since the start of the fiscal 
year. Figure 28 summarizes the expenditure of the Dislocated Worker funds re­
tained by the VEC for rapid response activities.  As shown, most of the expenditures 
over the two years ($1.2 million) are for the Rapid Response program.  The remain­
ing funds were spent on CERCs and on grants to local areas. 

Status of the WIA Mandated Activities Administered by the VEC 

The VEC is responsible for completing eight activities mandated by the 
WIA legislation.  These include activities related to WIA program oversight, one-stop 
service delivery system development, incentive grants, data and fiscal management 
systems, and the Rapid Response program.  As Figure 31 illustrates, VEC has com­
pleted four activities and part of a fifth, while three activities and part of a fourth 
still need improvement. The following sections describe the status of the each activ­
ity. 

1.  Maintain a List of Certified Training Providers.  The WIA requires that 
each state establish minimum standards of performance for training providers and 
maintain a state list of providers to be used by WIA program participants.  As dis­
cussed in Chapter III, participants in the Adult and Dislocated Worker programs 
may receive vouchers to attend training at any of the training programs that are on 
the statewide list.  The list should provide information on the cost and performance 
of each program to facilitate informed customer choice. 

To be initially certified, a training provider must meet one of the criteria 
listed in Exhibit 12 and submit an application that describes the program to the lo­
cal WIB. The local WIB is then required to report to the State any programs that 
are certified for inclusion on the statewide list.  The VEC maintains the statewide 
list, which is available on its website. However, this list does not yet include per­
formance information. 

Each year, the WIA requires training providers to be re-certified based on 
performance.  The WIA requires that six measures, which are presented in Exhibit 
12 be used to evaluate the training providers’ performance.  As the  following lan­
guage from the Code of Federal Regulations illustrates, the State is responsible for 
setting the levels that must be met for each measure in order for the training pro­
vider to be re-certified:   

The Governor must establish eligibility criteria for certain provid­
ers to become initially eligible and must set minimum levels of 
performance for all providers to remain subsequently eligible. 
(Section 663.51 

Local Boards may require higher levels of performance for local 
programs than the levels specified in the procedures established 
by the Governor.  (Section 663.535) 
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The VEC has not yet provided the minimum standards necessary to be in 
compliance with these requirements.  In addition, the VEC has not monitored 
whether local WIBs have established standards on their own, or whether they are 
applying those standards in the re-certification process.  At least one local WIB, in 
Area 8, had not established standards as of July of 2002, when training providers 
were submitting re-certification applications.  During their board meeting, members 
expressed frustration, stating that they felt uncomfortable judging training provid­
ers on standards that had never been set. 

The VEC does require that local WIBs submit the names of training pro­
viders that were re-certified and those that were not in order to update the state­
wide list.  Of the 764 training providers requiring re-certification this year, 49 were 
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Exhibit 12 

Requirements for Certification and Data Required for 
Re-Certification of Training Providers 

Initial Certification Re-Certification 

The provider/program must be one of the 
following: 

1. an accredited postsecondary educational 
institution, 

2. an entity that carries out programs registered 
by the National Apprenticeship Act,  

3. a program of training that results in skills 
recognized by the industry as meeting 
standards necessary for approval or 
accreditation, 

4. a credit or non-credit program of customized 
training provided by community colleges, 
public schools, or public vocational technical 
schools for emerging and incumbent workers, 

5. a provider that can demonstrate to the local 
WIB that the program is germane to local 
workforce development needs and provides 
quality training 

The provider/program must provide the 
following data: 

For all Participants Enrolled:  

1. rate of completion,  

2. rate of certification or degree 
attainment, and 

3. percent of participants that obtain 
unsubsidized employment and their 
wages at placement.  

For all WIA Participants Enrolled: 

4. percent of participants who 
complete the program and are 
placed into unsubsidized jobs,  

5. percent of dislocated workers who 
complete the program and are 
placed into unsubsidized jobs, and 

6. retention rates after six months. 

Source:  Virginia Employment Commission, Workforce Investment Act Policy 00-7. 

not re-certified because they either did not submit performance data, are no longer 
in business, or did not re-apply. However, as mentioned above, it is unclear what 
standards were used to re-certify the remaining providers. 

It is clear in the federal regulations that the State should establish mini­
mum levels of performance that should be met by training providers to be on the 
statewide list.  Local areas may impose stricter standards if they choose.  In Penn­
sylvania, for example, the state established minimum performance standards and 
requires that providers meet the standards for at least four of the six measures to be 
re-certified.  Data are submitted through local WIBs to the State agency, which is 
responsible for certification decisions, based on the data.  An online data system fa­
cilitates this process. 

Recommendation (6). The Virginia Employment Commission 
should work with the Virginia Workforce Council establish minimum stan­
dards that training providers must meet in order to be re-certified.  The 
Virginia Employment Commission should also monitor the re-certification 
process conducted by the local workforce investment boards. 
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Most of the training providers are certified based on the program of study. 
For example, a nursing program, or miners certification at a for-profit school, would 
be certified and re-certified independently from other programs at that organization. 
Community colleges and universities, however, are certified as a block, rather than 
by program.  A VEC staff member explained that this was a decision made by the 
local WIBs and accepted by the agency.  One argument for certifying these entities 
as a whole is that these schools, community colleges in particular, do not track stu­
dents by program and do not typically perform follow-up on students.  An argument 
for requiring individual program tracking is that some programs within a college or 
university may not perform as well as others, and as the WIA focuses on customer 
choice, WIA participants should have information on all programs of study.  At least 
one other state, Pennsylvania, does require each program within colleges and uni­
versities to be certified independently.  The VEC should submit this policy decision 
to the Virginia Workforce Council for further review. 

2. Conduct Performance Evaluations at the State and Local Level. VEC is 
responsible for managing WIA participant information and reporting performance 
measures to DOL each year.  As indicated in Chapter III, which discusses perform­
ance measures in detail, VEC did not meet five of the 17 WIA performance measures 
in FY 2001.  In that year, the data management system did not track all of the in­
formation necessary for the State to report the performance measures on attainment 
of a credential.  However, the system has been upgraded, and the VEC was able to 
report all performance measures for FY 2002 to DOL. 

3.  Providing Technical Assistance to Local Areas That Did Not Meet Per­
formance Measures.  The WIA legislation requires that technical assistance is pro­
vided to all areas that fail to meet their negotiated performance levels. Given this 
rule, all 17 areas require technical assistance because none of the WIBs met all of 
their performance measures.  According to the VEC Commissioner, technical assis­
tance to local areas is an activity that has needed improvement and is receiving at­
tention.  While the VEC has made improvements in this area over the last year, 
more could be done. 

In the spring of 2002, the VEC started providing assistance to local areas 
through four monitor/consultants.  Prior to establishing these positions, all assis­
tance came directly through the staff at the central office.  These individuals act as 
consultants in one group of areas and then conduct monitoring visits in another 
group of areas.  As consultants, they provide areas with a point of contact to provide 
guidance on federal and State policy.  As monitors, they spend a week at local WIBs 
and one-stop centers to monitor compliance with federal and State law.  The first 
round of these reviews have been conducted and the second round is currently being 
conducted. 

According to many of the staff at local WIBs and one-stop centers, the VEC 
has been more responsive and provided more technical assistance since the begin­
ning of 2002.  However, local area staff have suggested several areas of assistance 
that are still needed.  These include: 
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• 	 training opportunities for local staff, 

• 	 increased collaboration and communication between the central office and 
local staff, 

• 	 general guidance and direction from the central office, and  

• 	 guidance on performance measures and the data reporting system. 

4.  Providing Additional Assistance to Areas with High Concentrations of 
Eligible Youth.  According to the VEC Commissioner and the WIA Director, no 
substantial action has been taken on this mandated activity.  The moni-
tor/consultants are available to answer questions on youth and there is a youth co­
ordinator within the WIA Division.  However, there has been no concerted effort to 
complete this responsibility. 

5.  Oversight of the Local Service Delivery Systems Developed by the Local 
WIBs.  The fifth mandated activity is assisting in the establishment and operation of 
a one-stop service delivery system (Figure 31 on page 104).  To complete this activ­
ity, VEC should be providing sufficient guidance and oversight to the local WIBs and 
one-stop centers to facilitate system development.  However, the VEC has not fully 
completed this activity due to a “hands-off” approach early in implementation and a 
lack of authority over many of the workforce training programs that should be work­
ing with the one-stop system. 

The VEC has started to take a more active approach to policy development 
and monitoring of local systems.  The Commissioner of VEC and the Director of the 
WIA Division have indicated to JLARC staff that the agency plans to be more pro­
active in providing technical support and guidance.  However, it is important to note 
that there are systemic obstacles related to the State governance structure and the 
way programs are administered that prevent the VEC from successfully establishing 
a statewide system of workforce training.  

Guidance and Monitoring of Local WIBs.  The VEC provides policy 
guidance, technical assistance, and oversight for local WIBs in the establishment of 
a one-stop service delivery system.  Guidance is provided through policy statements, 
field guidance letters, staff who field questions, and monitor/consultants who pro­
vide onsite assistance.  These are the same monitor/consultants who provide over­
sight and technical assistance for the WIA Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth 
programs.  

In terms of guidance, local WIB staff suggest that staff in the WIA Division 
are generally timely and responsive to their questions and concerns, but that guid­
ance is unsatisfactory.  In interviews with local WIB directors, all but one director 
rated the WIA Division staff as responsive or highly responsive and 13 of the 17 di­
rectors rated the staff as timely. However, when asked whether the guidance pro­
vided by the VEC was acceptable, nine of the 17 stated that the guidance was unsat­
isfactory or highly unsatisfactory. 
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When the new program was initiated, according to the Commissioner of 
VEC, the agency transferred considerable flexibility for implementing the one-stop 
service delivery system to the local WIBs.  Therefore, there was little policy direc­
tion, as the policy decisions were left to local WIBs.  The Commissioner also stated 
that VEC has recently been directed to become more active in delivering guidance to 
local WIBs and that it is moving in that direction.  

In terms of their monitoring function, the VEC is required to certify local 
WIBs every two years and conduct onsite visits annually.  This process is required 
by the WIA legislation in order to ensure that local WIBs are in compliance with the 
federal law.  The current re-certification process established by VEC requires that 
WIBs have the appropriate membership, have met performance measures for the 
three WIA programs, and have established the required substantive and process re­
sponsibilities.  A local board will receive 100 points if all three categories of compli­
ance are achieved.  The VEC has established that a score of 80 is considered passing 
and boards with at least this score will be re-certified.  The preliminary re­
certifications have been completed and are pending the final WIA program perform­
ance information.  In addition, local monitor/consultants have completed the re­
quired annual compliance reviews of local WIBs, which are used for evaluating re­
certification. 

It is appropriate to evaluate whether local boards are in compliance with 
the federal law.  However, it is also important to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
WIB in assessing the needs of business and industry in the local area and establish­
ing a one-stop service delivery system that addresses those needs.  For example, lo­
cal WIBs must create and submit to VEC a plan for accomplishing this task. How­
ever, there is no mechanism for evaluating whether the plans have been 
implemented or whether they have been effective.  At a recent meeting of the Vir­
ginia Workforce Council, several of the members expressed frustration at the limited 
information they have from the VEC staff on the status of WIBs’ implementation of 
their plans.  Without this information, it is difficult to make recommendations about 
changes to policy or additional assistance. 

The VEC should be evaluating whether the appropriate partnerships have 
been facilitated and whether the WIBs are completing the tasks outlined in their 
local strategic plans.  By doing this, the VEC and the Council will know whether the 
WIBs operate as required by law, and whether those entities are successful in facili­
tating the one-stop service delivery systems envisioned by the WIA that meet both 
the needs of the citizens and the needs of employers. 

JLARC staff evaluated whether the partnerships required by the WIA have 
been achieved by the local WIBs.  As Chapter III indicated, most local WIBs have 
established the formal partnerships required by law, but many struggle to establish 
the working partnerships necessary to provide seamless access through the one-stop 
service delivery system.  The WIA legislation requires that WIBs that are unable to 
establish formal partnerships through MOUs with mandated partner programs 
should inform VEC.  There is clearly a communication issue between local WIBs and 
VEC because there are four boards that do not have the required MOUs, and the 
WIA Director informed JLARC staff that he has not been contacted by any of the 
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boards.   If notified, the VEC could try to facilitate the partnership between the WIB 
and the program, including working with the State agency overseeing the partner 
program. 

However, the agency has no authority to hold partner agencies accountable 
for participation in the system.  The VEC only has authority over the programs it 
administers.   The agency has attempted to create partnerships at the State-level to 
facilitate “trickle-down” partnerships at the local level.  Thus far, two formal memo­
randa of understanding (MOU) have been established and signed, one with the De­
partment of Social Services (DSS) and one with both the Department for Rehabilita­
tive Services (DRS) and the Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired (DBVI). 
While it is a positive step to have established relationships with these agencies, it is 
important to note that the MOU with DSS is vague, stating only that the two agen­
cies agree to work together to coordinate services.  It is unclear how that is going to 
occur. The relationship with DRS and DBVI is stronger, with DRS providing assis­
tance in verifying that one-stop centers are handicapped accessible and working 
with a group to facilitate MOUs at the local level. 

Recommendation (7).  The Virginia Employment Commission 
should work with the Virginia Workforce Council to establish measures to 
evaluate the performance of the local workforce investment boards.   

Chartering of One-Stop Centers.  One-stop centers are designated by the 
local workforce investment boards.  If the board uses a competitive bidding process 
to select the center’s operator, and the center is not a government agency, then there 
is a clear line of accountability established by the contract between the local WIB 
and the center’s operator.  When a consortium operator has been established (see 
Chapter I for a discussion of consortium operators), then government agencies, such 
as local VEC offices or local DSS offices, are typically designated as the one-stop cen­
ters.  The line of accountability is not through the WIBs in this case, as the local en­
tity already reports to another State or local agency. 

As lead agency for WIA, the VEC is responsible for chartering one-stop cen­
ters, which is one way in which centers are monitored for consistent standards, re­
gardless of what entity is designated as the center.  According to VEC policy, char­
tering means that the center has met the initial standards to carry the name 
“Virginia Workforce Center.”  Typically, chartering implies that the entity may re­
ceive funds. However, some one-stop centers receive no WIA money to operate the 
center.  

The VEC has not yet completed the initial chartering process statewide. 
However, it is planned for completion by March of 2003.  The initial chartering proc­
ess measures three criteria at each center: (1) compliance with federal law, (2) pres­
ence of organizational behavior as measured by Malcolm-Baldridge Criteria, and (3) 
accessible to people with disabilities.  Local WIB staff are responsible for measuring 
the first two criteria and were trained in the fall of 2002 for that responsibility.  The 
third criteria, accessibility to people with disabilities, will be evaluated by staff from 
the Department of Rehabilitative Services, the Department for the Blind and Vision 
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Impaired, and the Department for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing.  At least one local 
area, Northern Virginia (Area 11), has already completed the chartering process. 

Each year, one-stop centers must be re-chartered.  According to the VEC 
staff member responsible for chartering, this second phase will rely on criteria in 
addition to compliance, such as performance in providing access and services.  As of 
October of 2002, these new criteria have not been established.  The VEC should 
work with the Virginia Workforce Council to establish these criteria as soon as pos­
sible so that the centers chartered by the spring of 2003 know by what criteria they 
will be evaluated the following year.  Establishing these criteria is part of the 
“branding” of the system, as explained in the next section. 

Recommendation (8).  The Virginia Employment Commission 
should work with the Virginia Workforce Council to develop the criteria to 
evaluate one-stop centers. 

Branding a One-Stop System.  Creating a statewide system requires 
statewide “branding.”  This involves two components, establishing a brand that has 
certain qualities, and marketing the brand so that the public associates the brand 
with the established qualities.  In the one-stop system, the brand would be attached 
to both the system and the centers, which should have certain services available. 
The system and centers should then be marketed to the public, including employers, 
to inform them of what they can expect by participating in the system or visiting the 
centers. 

According to VEC policy, the statewide brand name for the one-stop service 
delivery system is the “Virginia Workforce System.”  However, more recently, VEC 
has used the term “Virginia Workforce Network.”  According to a VEC staff member, 
one-stop centers would receive the brand name of “Virginia Workforce Center” upon 
receiving their charter.  Currently, one-stop centers use a variety of names, such as 
“WorkZone,” “Job Service Center,” and “Career Café.”  It is also important to note 
that some one-stop centers already carry the State’s identified brand name because 
the VEC provided money to local WIBs for signs and provided a template for those 
signs before implementing a systematic chartering or branding process. 

Once the one-stop centers are chartered and criteria have been established 
that dictate basic requirements and performance standards for the centers, then the 
first component of branding will be completed.  However, there is no State-level ini­
tiative for marketing the system and centers to Virginia’s customers.  A marketing 
campaign may be more economical if it is done statewide, rather than by area.  Cer­
tainly, there are methods for marketing the system that are unique to each area that 
local WIBs should be able to utilize.  However, there are economies of scale by mar­
keting statewide. Other states have implemented campaigns that include statewide 
radio spots and advertisement on buses.  The VEC should work with the Virginia 
Workforce Council and representatives from local WIBs to establish a marketing 
campaign once the “Virginia Workforce Center” brand has been appropriately identi­
fied.  
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6. Incentive Awards are Pending Approval by the Governor. The sixth activity 
mandated by the WIA legislation is the issuing of incentive awards to local areas 
that demonstrate best practices.  The Virginia Workforce Council made recommen­
dations to the Governor regarding incentive awards based on VEC guidance, which 
were approved by the Governor’s.  There are three possible awards in Virginia, two 
of which include a cash award: 

1) 	 monetary award for exemplary performance and local coordination, 

2) 	 monetary award for exemplary performance and regional coordina­
tion, and 

3)	 non-monetary award for best practices in workforce development. 

The original policy statement on incentive awards, dated December of 2000, 
stated that local boards would meet the “exemplary” performance requirement if the 
area passed all of the 17 negotiated performance levels for the Adult, Dislocated 
Worker, and Youth programs.  However, under these conditions, none of the local 
boards would have been eligible based on the performance reported to the U.S. De­
partment of Labor for FY 2001.  In fact, the highest number of performance meas­
ures passed by any area was twelve.  Therefore, at its May 2002 meeting, the Coun­
cil approved a change to that policy, stating that areas meeting or exceeding 11 of 
their 17 performance measures would be considered exemplary. 

In addition to meeting the performance requirements, the local WIB apply­
ing for a monetary grant must demonstrate that it has been successful at coordina­
tion at the local or regional level.  Local level coordination involves the establish­
ment of partnerships with other programs in the local area.  There were five 
applicants for this award.  Regional coordination involves partnerships with other 
local WIBs.  There were two applicants for this award. 

During the summer and fall of 2002, members of the Continuous Improve­
ment and Evaluation Committee of the Virginia Workforce Council evaluated the 
incentive award applications and conducted onsite visits.  At its October 1st meeting, 
the Council recommended to the Governor that the five local WIBs shown in Table 
18 be the recipients of the incentive awards for their work in FY 2001.  The Gover­
nor has approved these awards.  

7.  Operating Fiscal and Data Management Systems.  As shown on Figure 31 
on page 108, the seventh mandated activity is the maintenance of a fiscal manage­
ment system to track the expenditure of WIA funds and a data management system 
to track performance of WIA program services.  VEC successfully tracks expendi­
tures and provided detailed information on the timing and source of expenditures to 
JLARC staff.  The fiscal management system is sufficient to meet its needs, al­
though the VEC should require that the fiscal management system collect more in­
formation on how WIA funds are spent by local WIBs, as recommended in Chapter 
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Table 18 

Incentive Awards Recommended by the Council 

Type of Award Recommended Recipient Financial Award 

Local Coordination Awards 
WIB 11: Northern Virginia 

WIB 10: Richmond 

$234,000 

$156,000 

Regional Cooperation Awards 
WIB 16: Hampton Roads 

WIB 14: Peninsula Bay Consortium 

$105,000 

$105,000 

Governor’s Award for Best 
Practices in Workforce 
Development (non-monetary) 

WIB 4: Shenandoah Valley none 

 Total Awards $600,000 

Source: Virginia Workforce Council Decision Brief Number 02-06. 

III.  However, a sufficient data management system has not yet been established, 
although a new system is scheduled for implementation in the spring of 2003.  

Local staff have two main complaints about the current data management 
system. First, it does not provide timely updates on local area performance.  Local 
areas have to wait until almost six months after the end of the fiscal year to learn 
how they performed for the WIA programs, which is halfway through the new fiscal 
year.  Staff in local areas argue that they need more timely updates in order to make 
adjustments to their system.  Second, local staff complain that data entry is unrea­
sonably cumbersome.  According to several local staff members, the system requires 
case managers to spend as long as 45 minutes to enter a single WIA participant. 

To address these and other issues, the VEC entered into a regional consor­
tium with Maryland, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Delaware, the District of Colum­
bia, and the regional DOL to develop a new data management system that could be 
customized for each state.  This consortium, the Mid-Atlantic Career Consortium 
(MACC), contracted with the Covansys Corporation to re-engineer and enhance the 
Pennsylvania CareerLink system.  Virginia is scheduled to contribute $1.2 million 
towards the development of the system, which is about one quarter of the cost to the 
entire consortium.  Funding for Virginia’s share has come largely from a federal Ca­
reerConnect grant awarded to the State.  In addition, VEC staff expect to spend $1.3 
million to implement the system (a portion of this total has already been spent), of 
which 75 percent will come from the WIA statewide activities funds. 

The new MACC system is currently being tested by two local areas in 
Northern Virginia, and VEC staff expect that all areas will be converted to the 
MACC system by late spring of 2003.  The new system will have enhanced case 
management capabilities and reduced data entry for participants enrolled in WIA. 
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VEC recently received a $1 million grant from DOL to fund development of man­
agement reports, which will be included in the system in the future. 

8. Administering a Rapid Response Program.  The WIA mandates that each 
state administer a statewide Rapid Response program, which is the eighth activity 
listed on Figure 31 on page 108.  The program is intended to provide timely informa­
tion and services to workers who have received notification of a layoff. The goal is to 
provide assistance to the workers in transitioning to a new position.  Whenever pos­
sible, the services are provided onsite during the employees’ work hours.  The VEC 
administers this program through the Dislocated Worker Unit (DWU) of the WIA 
Division.  Services are provided by four regional coordinators who are located in 
VEC field offices in four regions of the State (north, central, east, and west). 

Companies that are offered services include those that file a Worker Ad­
justment Retraining Notification (WARN).  Federal law requires WARNs to be filed 
at State employment commissions when the company is planning a mass layoff (50 
or more workers) or closure.  In FY 2002, 121 WARNs were filed with the VEC.  In 
addition, it is the policy of the VEC that the regional coordinators may provide ser­
vices to any other company that is facing a layoff of at least 25 workers.  Regional 
coordinators identified 103 other such events in FY 2002.  As shown in Figure 32, 44 
percent of the events occurred in Northern Virginia and affected almost 12,500 
workers. 

The key to the Rapid Response program is to begin providing services to af­
fected workers before layoffs occur.  State policy requires that the director of the 
DWU send a letter to companies filing WARNs within 24 hours indicating the ser­
vices that are available through the Unit.  Based on the JLARC staff review of re­
cords at the Unit, it appears that letters were sent to companies filing a WARN as 
required by State policy.  In addition, the appropriate regional coordinator contacts 
the company personally within 24 hours to attempt to coordinate services. 

It is important to note that companies do not always accept onsite services 
for their workers.  This may occur because the company has hired an outsourcing 
agency to help displaced workers find new employment.  Other times, regional coor­
dinators have difficulty contacting the necessary company personnel, which may oc­
cur if the corporate headquarters are outside of Virginia. When the regional coordi­
nators are unable to provide services onsite, they look for other options.  For 
example, if the affected workers are part of a union, they may go through the union 
and provide services at the union headquarters.  Other times, they set up resource 
centers and workshops at a location close to the company or plant, such as a nearby 
hotel. 

Regional coordinators provided JLARC staff with information on services 
provided to workers for 217 of the 224 events. Coordinators were able to provide 
services either onsite or nearby for 71 percent of the 217 events.  For the events 
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Figure 32 

Layoff Events for Which Services Were Offered by 
Regional Coordinators During FY 2002 

* Number of affected workers could not be identif ed for 16 of the 224 events. 

Note:  Regional coord nators were made aware of these events and offered serv ces n FY 2002, but many of the 
ayoffs may not have occurred until FY 2003. 

Source:  JLARC staff analys s of data prov ded by the Virginia Employment Commiss

208 Events* 
28,621 workers affected 

Central Region 
58 Events 

(8,761workers affected) 30% 

Western Region 
41 Events 

(4,539 workers affected) 

16% 

Northern Region 
78 Events 

(12,468 workers affected) 

44% 

Eastern Region 
31 Events 

(2,853 workers affected) 
10% 

where the coordinators were unable to provide services directly to the workers, 
packets of information were typically delivered to the site.  The types of services 
provided to affected workers include employee briefings, onsite registration for Un­
employment Insurance, employee surveys, resource rooms, job fairs, and workshops. 

The most frequently provided services are the employee briefing and onsite 
registration for Unemployment Insurance (UI), as illustrated in Table 19.  State­
wide, employee briefings were provided to workers for 69 percent of the events and 
onsite registration for Unemployment Insurance was provided for 65 percent of the 
events.  The role of the coordinator in setting up employee briefings is to bring vari­
ous partners, such as WIA program providers, to the briefing to provide information 
about multiple services.  In the central region, it is the policy of the regional coordi­
nator to contact one-stop operators and request that they send a staff person to the 
briefing.   Oftentimes, the onsite registration for Unemployment Insurance occurs 
during the employee briefing. 
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Table 19 

Services Provided by the Rapid Response  
Onsite Program, by Region 

Northern Central Eastern Western 
Service Region Region Region Region Statewide 

n=82 n=59 n=36 n=40 n=217 
Employee Briefing 44% 73% 81% 78% 69% 
Onsite Registration 
for Unemployment 20% 69% 75% 98% 65% 
Insurance 
Employee Survey 0% 36% 22% 25% 22% 
Resource Center 13% 12% 8% 58% 22% 
Workshops 17% 3% 3% 55% 19% 
Job Fair 10% 10% 6% 3% 7% 
Note:  Information was not provided for a total of 7 events. 

Source:  JLARC staff analysis of data provided by the Virginia Employment Commission. 

Based on the information provided to JLARC staff by regional coordinators, 
the onsite activity of the Rapid Response program appears to be providing valuable 
services to Virginia citizens affected by company closures and downsizing.  However, 
there is little measurement of the program’s performance, or assessment of possible 
improvements.  For example, the Dislocated Worker Unit of the VEC does not main­
tain complete information on the companies approached and services provided or on 
the number of workers who took advantage of the program services. 

Since the Rapid Response program focuses on the need to respond to events 
in a timely manner, the paperwork for the program should not be burdensome. 
However, the regional coordinators should provide basic information to the DWU on 
their work and that information should be provided regularly to the Council, as that 
body advises the Governor on the use of Rapid Response funds. 

Recommendation (9). The State Dislocated Worker Unit should col­
lect basic information on companies approached and services provided by 
the Rapid Response program in order to evaluate the performance of the 
program, suggest improvements, and report regularly to the Virginia 
Workforce Council. 

One reason why the central reporting may not be occurring is that the re­
gional coordinators, who provide onsite services, do not report to the director of the 
Dislocated Worker Unit.  Instead, they report to VEC regional marketing represen­
tatives.  The VEC Commissioner stated that this reporting structure is in place only 
because the representatives are in the same office and able to provide day-to-day 
management of the regional coordinators.  However, there is a precedent for region­
ally located staff to report to the WIA Division, as the monitor/consultants report 
directly to the WIA Division Director but are housed in VEC field offices.  Changing 
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the reporting structure may assist in the oversight and tracking of the onsite pro­
gram.  In addition, the relationship to the WIA Division may assist regional coordi­
nators in working with partner programs.  

Recommendation (10). The Rapid Response regional coordinators 
should report to the Director of the Dislocated Worker Unit within the 
Workforce Investment Act Division of the Virginia Employment Commis­
sion. 

The Virginia Workforce Council Does Not Have the Appropriate 
Information to Make Informed Recommendations to the Governor 

In addition to the eight activities mandated by federal law, the Code of Vir­
ginia requires the VEC to staff the Virginia Workforce Council (the Council), along 
with the Virginia Community College System (VCCS).  The Council is responsible 
for establishing a statewide strategy for workforce training and making recommen­
dations to the Governor on several issues, including the WIA programs and service 
delivery system. 

For the first two years of WIA, VEC provided the substantive staff to the 
Council and VCCS provided a single staff member as a resource only.  This summer, 
VEC entered into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the VCCS to share 
staffing responsibilities.  The MOU states that the VEC is lead staff for the full 
Council, as well as three of the six committees.  The VCCS is lead staff for the re­
maining three committees.  For this task, the VEC transfers $250,000 in WIA state­
wide activities dollars to the VCCS. 

Generally, the VEC has not provided the Council with sufficient informa­
tion to provide informed recommendations to the Governor on WIA administration. 
For example, for the first two years, the Council was rarely shown a budget or pro­
vided information on how much of the WIA grants have been spent.  In addition, the 
VEC generally does not collect enough information or monitor the system suffi­
ciently.  This has been explained both in this chapter and in Chapter III.  As a re­
sult, the Council does not have the information it needs to make recommendations to 
the Governor on the operation of the system.   

This year, the VEC has made a more concerted effort to keep the Council in­
formed.  However, having staff to the Council who also have an administrative role 
over the system may not be the best option.  This is because the agency has a vested 
interest in the recommendations of the Council, as it will be affected by them.  This 
is addressed more in the next section. 

DEVELOPMENT OF A STATE SYSTEM OF WORKFORCE TRAINING 

Currently, Virginia lacks a coherent, coordinated system of workforce train­
ing. Programs are fragmented and spread out among ten State agencies with no 
formal method for coordination.  As a result, there is a potential for duplication 
among many programs that provide similar services to similar populations.  The 
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WIA legislation provided a framework to address this fragmentation, but Virginia 
has failed to initiate the workforce reform necessary to expand on that framework to 
develop a true, statewide workforce training effort.  

The current State governance structure lacks both authority and account­
ability, resulting in fragmentation and “turf battles.”  The agency or entity oversee­
ing the statewide service delivery system must have the authority to direct State 
and local staff to coordinate their activities, and must facilitate the removal of barri­
ers towards that end.  In addition, State and local staff who are implementing the 
system on a day-to-day basis must be held accountable for system performance and 
be required to collect and provide sufficient information to evaluate the system.  Nei­
ther the VEC, nor any other existing State agency, has the authority to direct part­
nerships and demand accountability.  

Based on the findings in this report, JLARC staff recommend that Virginia 
initiate workforce training reform by re-structuring the State governance of work­
force training programs.  The new governance model is shown in Figure 33.  The 
model consolidates workforce training programs under a single agency.  This agency 
will not require additional staff, but will include staff who are currently spread out 
among multiple agencies.  The new agency could include the functions currently 
completed by the Virginia Employment Commission, such as Employment Service, 
Labor Market Information, and Unemployment Insurance, and also the TANF-
funded and employment and training programs administered by the Department of 
Social Services.  Cost savings could be realized through streamlining service deliv­
ery, removing duplication, and consolidating administrative functions, such as ac­
counting, human resources, information technology, and procurement.  During 
agency development, administrators should consider best practices by other states 
that have consolidated program administration under a single agency. 

In addition, the monitoring of the system and general policy and strategic 
direction would remain the responsibility of the Virginia Workforce Council, through 
recommendations to the Governor.  In the new model, however, the Council would 
have independent staff.  The director of the Council should be appointed by the Gov­
ernor and be separate from any program administration function.  The staff could be 
situated within the Governor’s office, the office of the Secretary of Commerce and 
Trade, or through a public-private partnership.  Assigning these staff would not re­
quire new positions.  The positions would be funded from the funds currently used 
by VEC and VCCS to provide staff support to the Council. The director should be 
designated as the lead for workforce training in the State, and the point of contact 
for the business community who are interested in the State’s workforce effort. 

These changes to the State’s governance of workforce training programs in­
sert authority and accountability to the system by clearly defining responsibilities. 
The director of the new workforce agency and the director of the Council should 
work closely to establish a system that uses funding in the most effective manner to 
provide comprehensive, seamless services in support of a quality workforce and sus­
tained economic development. 
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To summarize, JLARC staff recommend the following actions: 

• 	 Consolidate multiple workforce training programs within a new 
agency and assign that agency as the lead agency for WIA. 

• 	 Assign independent staff to the Virginia Workforce Council through 
the Governor’s office, office of the Secretary of Commerce and Trade, 
or a public-private partnership. 

• 	 Designate the director of the Virginia Workforce Council as the lead 
for workforce training and development in the State. 

The General Assembly Should Consider Establishing a 
New State Agency That Consolidates Workforce Training Programs 

To address the lack of coordination among workforce training programs, 
JLARC staff have identified four options.  They are: (1) leave the system as it is, (2) 
transfer responsibility of the WIA to another existing State agency, (3) require 
agency heads to meet regularly to discuss methods for coordination, or (4) consoli­
date workforce training programs under a single agency.  The benefits and chal­
lenges to these options are summarized in Table 20. 

Options #1 and #2.  As this report demonstrates, the Virginia Employ­
ment Commission (VEC) does not have the authority to facilitate development of a 
statewide system of workforce training.  The VEC has only the authority to coordi­
nate the programs it administers with the one-stop service delivery system.  It has 
no authority to hold other State agencies accountable for contributing to or coordi­
nating with the statewide system.  In addition, any other existing State agency 
would face the same barriers as the VEC.  Therefore, while leaving the administra­
tion of the WIA to the VEC or assigning it to another existing State agency are op­
tions, they both support continued fragmentation that may result in inefficient, inef­
fective services for Virginia’s citizens.  

Option #3. The third option requires agency heads to meet on a regular 
basis to discuss ways to coordinate services and reduce inefficiencies.  This method 
could work if the Governor strongly directs that the agencies cooperate.  The Coordi­
nated Economic Relief Centers (CERCs) illustrate that the Governor’s directives can 
result in action.  These centers were established in a relatively short period of time 
to consolidate access to services through four one-stop centers in three areas facing 
sharp increases in unemployment. However, CERCs are temporary.  It is unclear 
whether this is a long-term solution, as it does not address the potential for duplica­
tion and inefficiencies among similar programs over time.  In addition, this method 
of coordination relies on the Governor’s willingness to direct coordination among 
agency directors on the issue of workforce training, which may not occur with new 
administrations. 
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Table 20 

Benefits and Challenges of Four Options for  
Coordinating Workforce Training Programs 

Option Benefits Challenges 

#1: Maintain the current 
organization of workforce 
training programs 

Non-disruptive to the current 
system. 

The VEC does not have the 
authority to hold other State 
agencies accountable for their 
programs’ participation in the 
statewide workforce effort.  

#2: Transfer 
administration of the WIA 
to another, existing State 
agency 

Transfer could result in a more 
training-oriented agency. 

Any other existing State 
agencies would face the same 
challenges as the VEC in 
terms of system development.  

#3: Require agency 
heads to meet regularly to 
discuss methods for 
coordination  

Facilitates discussion of 
coordination issues. 

The Coordinated Economic 
Relief Centers demonstrate 
that Governor’s directives 
result in action.  

Not a long-term solution 
because it relies on the 
Governor’s directives to 
agency heads to coordinate 
services. 

Agency heads still may be 
reluctant to share resources. 

#4:  Consolidate 
workforce training 
programs within a new 
State agency 

Workforce training programs 
are accountable to the 
agency. 

Cost savings may be 
achieved as administrative 
functions are consolidated 
and duplicative services are 
streamlined. 

The agency’s administration 
could coordinate programs 
and ease funding and 
bureaucratic barriers.  

Approach will disrupt the 
current system.   

Other activities and 
functions of the VEC must 
be adapted to the new 
agency. 

Concern that the new agency 
will add a new bureaucratic 
entity, without achieving a 
net reduction or streamlining 
of administrative/program 
functions, needs to be 
addressed by a specific plan. 

Note:  The option in bold is recommended by JLARC staff. 

Source:  JLARC staff analysis. 

Option #4. The fourth option, consolidating programs under the purview 
of a single agency, is a long-term solution that could facilitate coordination and cost 
efficiencies.  This approach has been taken in several states that started initiating 
workforce reform before the WIA was passed.  JLARC staff conducted a review of 
four states:  Pennsylvania, which has not established a consolidated agency for 
workforce training, and Texas, Florida, and Michigan, which have consolidated state 
agencies.  Pennsylvania was selected for review because it is one of the states in the 
same Department of Labor region as Virginia.  The remaining states were selected 
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because they had initiated workforce reform prior to WIA, implemented WIA early, 
and were recommended to JLARC staff as states with best practices. 

As Table 21 shows, Michigan, Texas, and Florida have all consolidated 
workforce training under a single agency. However, it is important to note that the 
programs consolidated within the agency differ between states.  For example, only 
the Michigan Department for Community Development (MDCD) houses the Adult 
Education and Literacy programs and the Vocational Rehabilitation program.  There 
are several programs that are consistently consolidated.  Those include the WIA, 
Wagner-Peyser (Employment Service), Welfare-to-Work, TANF-funded employment 
and training programs, and Food Stamp Act programs.  In addition, the consolidated 
agencies house other functions that are currently administered by the VEC in Vir­
ginia, such as Unemployment Insurance and Labor Market Information. 

By consolidating programs within a single agency, savings may be achieved 
by combining administrative activities, such as human resources, information tech­
nology, procurement, and accounting.  In addition, there may be savings realized 
from coordinating programs that appear to be duplicative (as described in Chapter 
II). By consolidating program resources, the State agency could also facilitate devel­
opment of a data management system that could track “system” participants, not 
just “program” participants. 

Other states have implemented innovative approaches for service delivery 
through their new, consolidated agencies.  For example, in Florida, the Agency for 
Innovation (AFI) staff provide program services at one-stop centers.  However, the 
day-to-day supervisory responsibilities have been transferred to the one-stop center 
operators, which are designated by the local workforce investment boards.  Although 
hiring and firing decisions are made by the state agency, there is clear accountabil­
ity of state staff to the workforce investment boards. 

In Michigan, there are no local offices of the Michigan Department for 
Community Development (MDCD).  The funding for WIA, Wagner-Peyser, Welfare-
to-Work, and TANF funds for employment and training programs are allocated to 
local workforce investment boards.  The WIBs designate one-stop operators through 
a competitive bidding process to provide the services.  A clear line of accountability 
is established through the funding.  One-stop centers are accountable to the local 
WIBs through a performance contract, and local WIBs are accountable to the 
MDCD.  The one complication with this approach is that the Wagner-Peyser Act re­
quires that the individuals providing services allowed by the Act (such as Employ­
ment Service in Virginia) must be “merit-based” government staff.  Therefore, one-
stop centers provide these services through staff of local governments, public 
schools, or State agencies. 

To facilitate coordination, both Florida and Michigan have developed a sin­
gle data management system to track participants in four programs (WIA, Welfare-
to-Work, Wagner-Peyser, TANF).  The data system produces the performance re­
ports necessary for each program, while allowing participants to be co-enrolled and 
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Table 21 

Programs Administered by the Lead Agency For WIA 
In Five States, Including Virginia

 Florida Michigan Pennsylvania Texas Virginia 
Consolidated State 
Agency 9 9 9 

Name of State Agency 
Agency for 
Workforce 
Innovation 

Michigan 
Department for 

Community 
Development  

Department of 
Labor and 
Industry 

Texas 
Workforce 

Commission 

Virginia 
Employment 
Commission 

Adult Education and 
Literacy 9 
Apprenticeship 9 9 
Post-Secondary Career and 
Technical Education 9 9 9 
Food Stamp Act 

employment and training 
programs 

9 9 9 

Labor Market Information 9 9 9 9 9 
Trade Adjustment 

Assistance 9 9 9 9 9 
Senior Community Service 

Employment Program 9 9 
TANF-funded employment 

and training programs 9 9 9 
Unemployment Insurance 9 9 9 9 9 
Veterans programs 9 9 9 9 9 
Vocational Rehabilitation 9 9 
Wagner-Peyser funded 

program 9 9 9 9 
Welfare-to-Work 9 9 9 
WIA Programs 9 9 9 9 9 
Source:  JLARC staff analysis. 

benefiting from multiple services through the one-stop centers.  Through this ap­
proach, the states can evaluate the impact of the “system” in addition to the impact 
of individual “programs.”  

Pennsylvania, like Virginia, has not established a consolidated state agency 
for workforce training.  According to a Bureau Director at the Pennsylvania De­
partment of Labor and Industry, the greatest challenge is working with other state 
agencies to coordinate services and share resources.  This is the same challenge cur­
rently facing Virginia. By creating a single agency, “turf battles” are eased because 
the multiple programs would be under the same umbrella, working towards the 
same goal.  
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It is important to note that, if Virginia adopted this model, the functions 
that are currently the responsibility of the Virginia Employment Commission would 
be assumed by the new State agency.  The main functions of the VEC include Un­
employment Insurance, Labor Market Information, WIA, and Employment Service 
(Wagner-Peyser).  As shown in Table 22, all of these functions were assumed by the 
new, consolidated agencies in Michigan, Florida, and Texas.  In addition to these 
functions, the new State agency could include all of the 22 workforce training pro­
grams identified in this report (Chapter II).  The Secretary of Commerce and Trade 
should develop a plan for the consolidation of workforce training programs as well as 
other functions currently performed by the VEC.  It is important to note that this 
new agency should not require new staff.  The agency would consolidate existing 
staff who are currently spread out in multiple agencies. 

Recommendation (11).  The General Assembly may wish to consider 
consolidating workforce training programs under a new State agency for 
workforce training and development.  The new agency should also assume 
the functions currently completed by the Virginia Employment Commis­
sion.  The new State agency head should be the lead for the implementa­
tion and administration of the one-stop service delivery system and the 
programs consolidated within the agency.  The Secretary of Commerce and 
Trade should develop a plan for the consolidation into a single agency 
workforce training programs as well as other functions currently per­
formed by the Virginia Employment Commission. 

The Virginia Workforce Council Should Have Independent Staff 
Through the Governor’s Office or a Public-Private Partnership 

The Virginia Workforce Council has two main functions: (1) strategic plan­
ning for the State’s workforce effort, and (2) oversight of the one-stop service deliv­
ery system.  The Council has not succeeded in the second mission, because it has not 
been provided with sufficient information to provide oversight.  The Council is not in 
a position to oversee the day-to-day administration of workforce training programs 
or the one-stop centers, given its membership and quarterly meeting schedule. 
However, it is in the position to evaluate whether the system is working and what 
policy changes could be made to improve service delivery and performance. 

There are two options for staffing the Virginia Workforce Council: (1) allow 
the new State agency to staff the Council, or (2) assign the Council independent 
staff.  The challenges and benefits of these options are summarized in Table 22. 

Option #1: Allow New State Agency to Staff Council. Currently, the 
Council is staffed primarily by the Virginia Employment Commission, although the 
Virginia Community College System (VCCS) is designated in the Code of Virginia as 
staff to the Council as well.  As discussed earlier in this chapter, the VEC recently 
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Table 22 

Benefits and Challenges of Two Options for 
Staffing the Virginia Workforce Council 

Option Benefits Challenges 
#1: Establish staff of the 
new State agency as the 
staff to the Virginia 
Workforce Council 

No additional staff costs. 

There is a conflict of interest, 
as the Council is evaluating 
programs administered by the 
agency. 

#2: Assign independent 
staff to the Virginia 
Workforce Council  

There is a separation of 
administration and 
oversight. 

No additional staff costs. 

The director of the Council 
reports directly to the 
Governor or the Secretary of 
Commerce and Trade. 

The director of the Council is 
designated as the lead for 
workforce training in the 
State. 

There would be a disruption 
to the current system.  

Note:  The option in bold is recommended by JLARC staff. 

Source:  JLARC staff analysis. 

entered into an agreement with VCCS to provide the VCCS $250,000 each year to 
provide staff support to the Council.  There are no staff members reporting directly 
to the Council.  For example, VEC staff that provide support to the Council report to 
the WIA Division Director and the VEC Commissioner.  The VCCS staff that sup­
port the Council report in a similar fashion through their agency.  

During FY 2001 and most of FY 2002, several VEC staff indicated that in 
order to provide information to the Council, they must first submit that information 
through the VEC.  Therefore, information that the Council received was subject to 
VEC’s perspective.  The VEC has attempted to become more open and provide more 
information to the Council.  However, information received by the Council is still 
subject to the interests and perspectives of the VEC, which is only one stakeholder 
in the WIA. 

Option #2: Assign Independent Staff to the Council. Four of the five 
states reviewed by JLARC staff have independent staff through the Governor’s office 
or a public-private partnership, as shown in Table 23.  The benefit of this arrange­
ment is that it separates the administration and oversight functions. According to 
the Deputy Director of the state board in Texas, who is appointed by the Governor, 
the benefit of independent staff is providing third-party monitoring of the system by 
staff who are not also responsible for administration.  According to the Director of 
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Table 23 

Staff Support for the State Boards in Five States, 
Including Virginia 

State 
Staff to the State 

Board 
Reporting Structure 

Florida 

Public-Private 
Partnership with a 

Quasi-Governmental 
Agency 

• Director is appointed by, and reports to, the 
Governor 

• Several staff are classified 

• Several staff are privately funded through the 
nonprofit 

Michigan 
Michigan Department 

for Career 
Development  (MDCD) 

• Staff are all classified staff working for MDCD 

Pennsylvania 

Public-Private 
Partnership 

Administered By the 
Governor’s Office 

• Staff are all appointed by the Governor 

Texas  Governor’s Office 

• Director and Deputy Director appointed by the 
Governor and funded by the Governor’s office 

• Other staff positions are located/funded by various 
agencies, but staff report to the Director and 
Assistant Director 

Virginia Virginia Employment 
Commission (VEC) • Staff are all classified staff working for the VEC 

Source:  JLARC staff analysis. 

Partnership Opportunities for the state board in Florida, having independent staff is 
crucial, because the board “needs its own identity.” 

There are several models for providing independent staff.  Staff could be 
provided within the Governor’s office, the office of the Secretary of Commerce and 
Trade, or through a public-private partnership.  The common themes to all of the 
models are that the director of the Council is appointed by the Governor and is des­
ignated as the lead for workforce training for the State. 

The Council and its staff could be part of the Governor’s office or the office 
of the Secretary of Commerce and Trade.  Texas houses its state board and the 
board’s staff within the Governor’s office.  The director and deputy director are ap­
pointed by the Governor.  The remaining staff are funded by and their positions are 
seated within the state agencies that administer workforce training programs.  The 
agencies contribute to the operating costs of the Council based on a formula that 
compares the agencies’ financial contribution to the state’s overall expenditure on 
workforce training. 
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Another option is providing staff through a public-private partnership, as is 
done in Florida and Pennsylvania.  In Florida, a nonprofit organization acts as a 
quasi-governmental agency to staff the Council.  The president of the organization is 
appointed by the Governor, several of the staff are classified, and several of the staff 
are private.  The organization has a performance contract with the state to oversee 
the local WIBs and the one-stop service delivery system.  The same nonprofit that 
staffs the Council is also involved in the state’s economic development effort.  There­
fore, strategic planning for workforce development and economic development are 
linked. 

The funding of independent staff is an important issue, especially in diffi­
cult economic times.  Therefore, it is important to address how the independent staff 
would be funded.  The first source would be the WIA statewide activities dollars. 
This is the funding currently used by the VEC to provide staff support to the Coun­
cil.  As mentioned earlier, $250,000 is transferred to the VCCS and additional funds 
are spent by VEC on Council activities, including conferences, member travel, meet­
ing expenses, and a full-time liaison position.  These funds could be transferred to 
the Governor’s office to staff the Council.  Based on the availability of these existing 
funds, the establishment of independent staff should not cost the State additional 
dollars. 

The Virginia Workforce Council recently recommended to the Governor 
that there be a single person in State government to act as the “lead” for workforce 
training.  According to the Council, this person should be a high-level official, per­
haps in the Governor’s office or the office of the Secretary of Commerce and Trade. 
This concept could only be realized if the official was located within the Governor’s 
office and operated the many workforce training programs from that venue.  This is 
not a feasible option.  However, JLARC staff suggest that the head of the new State 
agency and the staff Director of the Council are each accountable for different as­
pects of the system. 

As shown in Exhibit 13, the staff Director of the Council is responsible for 
strategic planning, WIA policy guidance, and system oversight.  In addition, this 
person should be the point of contact for issues such as jurisdiction, economic devel­
opment, and coordination of issues that cut across agencies or Secretariats.  This in­
dividual could bring such issues before the Council and facilitate discussions be­
tween multiple agencies.  In contrast, the head of the new State agency is 
responsible for the implementation and administration of the policies recommended 
by the Council and approved by the Governor.  This individual should be held ac­
countable for the operation of the programs within the new agency and the one-stop 
service delivery system.  Lastly, the head of the agency should be the point of contact 
on issues such as service delivery, and specific issues related to specific programs 
under the agency’s control.  These two individuals should work closely to establish a 
system that uses funding in the most effective manner to provide comprehensive, 
seamless services in support of a quality workforce and sustained economic devel­
opment. 
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Roles and Responsibilities of the New State Agency Head 
and the Virginia Workforce Council Staff Director 

Council Staff Director New State Agency Head 

Source: JLARC staff analysis. 

• Make recommendations to the 
Governor on WIA policy guidance for 
the State agency and local WIBs. 

• Monitor and evaluate the overall 
performance of the one-stop service 
delivery system. 

• Provide strategic planning for the 
State’s system of workforce training. 

• Act as the point of contact for the 
business community, localities, 
WIBs, and staff from other agencies 
on policy issues such as: 

• Strategic planning 

• Economic development 

• Jurisdictional issues 

• Coordination of issues 
crossing agency/Secretarial 
boundaries 

• Implement WIA policies 
recommended by the Council 
and approved by the Governor. 

• Operate the one-stop service 
delivery system. 

• Administer the workforce training 
programs within the agency. 

• Act as the point of contact for 
citizens, employers, and WIBs on 
programmatic and operational 
issues such as: 

• Service delivery 

• Program management and 
administration 

• Issues related to specific 
programs administered by 
the new agency 

Roles and Responsibilities of the New State Agency Head
and the Virginia Workforce Council Staff Director

Council Staff Director New State Agency Head

Exhibit 13 

Source: JLARC staff analysis.

• Make recommendations to the 
Governor on WIA policy guidance for
the State agency and local WIBs.

• Monitor and evaluate the overall
performance of the one-stop service 
delivery system.

• Provide strategic planning for the 
State’s system of workforce training.

• Act as the point of contact for the
business community, localities,
WIBs, and staff from other agencies 
on policy issues such as:

• Strategic planning 

• Economic development

• Jurisdictional issues

• Coordination of issues 
crossing agency/Secretarial
boundaries 

• Implement WIA policies
recommended by the Council
and approved by the Governor.

• Operate the one-stop service 
delivery system.

• Administer the workforce training
programs within the agency.

• Act as the point of contact for 
citizens, employers, and WIBs on 
programmatic and operational
issues such as: 

• Service delivery

• Program management and 
administration

• Issues related to specific
programs administered by 
the new agency

Recommendation (12).  The General Assembly may wish to consider 
assigning independent staff to the Virginia Workforce Council through the 
Governor’s office, the office of the Secretary of Commerce and Trade, or a 
public-private partnership.  The Virginia Workforce Council, through its 
staff Director, should be the lead for strategic planning, policy guidance, 
and coordination of issues crossing agency or Secretarial boundaries. Staff 
for this function should be assigned from existing, reconfigured agencies. 
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Appendix A 


In the Conference Report on House Bill 30, language was added to the 
2002-2004 Appropriation Act requesting JLARC staff to evaluate the administration 
of the Workforce Investment Act as part of its review of workforce training.  The 
biennial budget was passed by the General Assembly and approved by the Governor 
on May 17, 2002.   

2002-2004 Appropriations Act 
Item 130 E.2 
E.1.  It is the intent of the General Assembly that unobligated funds appropriated by 
the General Assembly for the use of local Workforce Investment Boards and 
returned to the Commonwealth shall be reallocated by the Governor to the same 
geographic areas from which unobligated funds were obtained.  The reallocated 
funds shall be used for high-priority education programs, including allied health 
professions, plumbing, tractor-trailer driver training, industrial maintenance, heavy 
equipment operator training, automotive technician training, industrial machinist 
training, and high-skills manufacturing.  The Secretary of Commerce and Trade 
shall report to the Chairmen of the House Appropriations and Senate Finance 
Committees by November 1 of each year on the amounts returned from the local 
Workforce Investment Boards and uses of the funds reallocated by the Governor. 

2.  As part of its current review of workforce training services in Virginia, the Joint 
Legislative Audit and Review Commission shall examine the effectiveness of the 
state’s administration of the Workforce Investment Act and assess whether 
administration of the program would be improved by transferring responsibility 
from the Virginia Employment Commission to another state Agency. 

JLARC Topic Selection Subcommittee Study Paper 

In the fall of 2000, the JLARC Topic Selection Subcommittee approved the 
two-page study paper for workforce training attached in this appendix.  In the 
November 2000 meeting, the Joint Legislation Audit and Review Commission as a 
whole approved the topic of workforce training for review.  
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WORKFORCE TRAINING STUDY 

In its discussions of study topics, an issue was raised by the Commission 
regarding the number of workforce training services in the State, and whether the 
State is diluting its training efforts by dispersion of providers.  This issue could be 
addressed by identifying and evaluating the types of workforce training services 
provided by the State, and whether streamlining or consolidating these services 
would result in increased efficiency and effectiveness.  This paper discusses the 
potential scope for a study to address this issue. 

Background 

Workforce training services are services that are provided to allow the State’s 
workforce to remain competitive and attract businesses to the State, and to allow 
certain disadvantaged groups to enter the workforce.  Workforce training services 
provided by the State can be categorized into three groups:  (1) services provided to 
persons with low incomes to allow them to enter the workforce, (2) services provided 
to the disabled to allow them to enter the workforce, and (3) services provided to the 
general population to ensure that the State’s workforce is competitive and to attract 
new businesses to the State. 

Workforce training services are critical to the State’s economy because, as 
stated in the report of the Governor’s Workforce Development Task Force, the 
competitive advantage of states and communities hinges on the skills of their work 
forces.  A 1997 report stated that “in several regions, including Northern Virginia, 
Hampton Roads, and the Greater Richmond area, the projected growth of technology 
jobs is outstripping the State’s current capacity to provide skilled workers.”  In 
addition, several social and demographic trends provide evidence for the need for a 
coordinated workforce training system. 

In Virginia and in other states, traditional workforce training systems consist 
of a “patchwork” of federally funded programs that have been created over the past 
40 years.  This is confusing for both employers and the customers seeking services. 
Currently, workforce training services in Virginia cross over several secretariats and 
more than ten agencies, all of which have different funding streams and varying 
levels of flexibility in their administration.  The agencies providing workforce 
training services include employment-related agencies such as the Virginia 
Employment Commission, Department of Business Assistance, and Department of 
Labor; education agencies such as the Community Colleges System; and human 
services agencies such as the Department of Social Services, Department of 
Rehabilitative Services, and Department for the Visually Handicapped.  This 
dispersion of workforce training funds and programs can lead to unfocused and 
uncoordinated training efforts. 

A recent federal act – the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA) – rewrites 
current federal statutes governing programs of job training, adult education and 
literacy, and vocational rehabilitation, replacing them with streamlined and more 
flexible components of workforce development systems.  The goal of the act is to 
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improve coordination between the workforce investment system and the adult 
education, literacy, and vocational rehabilitation programs and make the system 
more customer friendly by implementing one-stop shops and providing customers 
with information on training providers’ performance.  According to the Virginia 
Employment Commission’s (VEC) web site, the Secretary of Commerce and Trade 
has been given the responsibility of coordinating this effort and developing a 
strategic plan for all federal, state, and local workforce efforts.  In addition, the VEC 
has been designated as the lead agency for implementation of the WIA.  As a result, 
the Virginia Workforce Council was developed in 1999, which is charged with 
leading the broad-based workforce development efforts of the State. 

Issue 

This issue would likely be addressed by a study that focuses on analyzing the 
workforce training services provided by the State, and determining the feasibility of 
streamlining or consolidating these services.  Potential research questions for this 
issue include: 

1. 	 Are the funds allocated to the State’s workforce training being used 
effectively, or are they so fragmented and dispersed that they are limiting 
program effectiveness? 

2.	 How can Virginia’s workforce training programs be streamlined to 
achieve efficiencies and provide services in a more coordinated and 
effective manner? 

3.	 What is the current status of Virginia’s WIA implementation effort? 
What effect will the WIA have on Virginia’s workforce training programs? 

4. 	 What risks or benefits would result from consolidating or streamlining 
workforce training activities?  

5.	 If the workforce training services are consolidated, in which secretariat 
should they reside? 

Proposed Study Approach 

Specific plans and schedules for study completion would be presented to the 
Commission at its April 2001 planning meeting. 
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Appendix B


Virginia Workforce Investment Act 
Local Workforce Area Designations 

Area Representing the Jurisdictions of: 
1. Southwest Virginia Counties of Buchanan, Dickenson, Lee Russell, Scott, Tazewell, and 

Wise. City of Norton
 2. New River/Mount 

Rogers 
Counties of Pulaski, Montgomery, Giles, Floyd, Bland, Wythe, 
Carroll, Grayson, Washington, and Smyth.  Cities of Galax, Radford, 
and Bristol. 

 3. Western Virginia Counties of Allegany, Botetourt, Craig, Franklin, and Roanoke. 
Cities of Clifton Forge, Covington, Roanoke, and Salem.

 4. Shenandoah Valley Counties of Augusta, Bath, Highland, Page, Rockbridge, and 
Rockingham.  Cities of Buena Vista, Harrisonburg, Lexington, 
Staunton, and Waynesboro. 

 5. Northern 
Shenandoah Valley 

Counties of Frederick, Clarke, Shenandoah, and Warren.  City of 
Winchester. 

 6. Workforce 
Today!/Northern 
Central Virginia 

Counties of Culpeper, Fauquier, Madison, Orange, Rappahannock, 
Albermarle, Fluvanna, Greene, Louisa, and Nelson.  City of 
Charlottesville. 

 7. Central Virginia Counties of Amherst, Bedford, and Campbell.  Cities of Bedford and 
Lynchburg. 

 8. South Central 
Virginia 

Counties of Appomattox, Brunswick, Halifax, Mecklenburg, Amelia, 
Buckingham, Charlotte, Cumberland, Lunenburg, Nottoway, Prince 
Edward. 

9. Greater Richmond Counties of Charles City, Chesterfield, Goochland, Hanover, Henrico, 
New Kent, and Powhatan 

10. City of Richmond City of Richmond 
11. Northern Virginia Counties of Fairfax, Prince William, and Loudoun.  Cities of Fairfax, 

Falls Church, Manassas and Manassas Park 
12. Northern Virginia County of Arlington and City of Alexandria 
13. Bay Consortium Counties of Accomack, Caroline, Essex, King William, King George, 

King and Queen, Lancaster, Matthews, Middlesex, Northampton, 
Northumberland, Richmond, Spotsylvania, Stafford, and 
Westmoreland.  City of Fredericksburg 

14. Greater Peninsula Counties of Gloucester, James City, and York.  Cities of Hampton, 
Newport News, Poquoson, and Williamsburg 

15. Crater Area Counties of Dinwiddie, Greensville, Prince George, Surry, and 
Sussex.  Cities of Colonial Heights, Emporia, Hopewell, and 
Petersburg 

16. Hampton Roads Counties of Isle of Wight and Southampton.  Cities of Chesapeake, 
Franklin, Norfolk, Portsmouth, Suffolk, and Virginia Beach  

17. West Piedmont Counties of Henry, Patrick, and Pittsylvania.  Cities of Danville and 
Martinsville 

Source:  Virginia Employment Commission website: http://www.vec.state.va.us/pdf/recommnd.pdf 
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WIA GRANT ALLOCATION FORMULAS 

WIA Federal Allocation Formulas 

Adult Program (Sec. 132 (b)(1)(B)(ii)) 

33 1/3 percent shall be allotted on the basis of the relative number of unemployed 
individuals in “areas of substantial unemployment” in each state, compared 
to the total number of unemployed individuals in areas of substantial 
unemployment in all states.  

33 1/3 percent shall be allotted on the basis of the relative “excess number” of 
unemployed individuals in each state, compared to the total excess number of 
unemployed individuals in all states. 

33 1/3 percent shall be allotted on the basis of the relative number of “disadvantaged 
adults” in each state, compared to the total number of disadvantaged adults 
in all states.  

Dislocated Worker Program 

20 percent held in reserve at the federal level.  The remaining 80 percent is allocated 
to the State as described below. (Sec. 132 (a)(2)(A)) 

80 percent allocated to the states based on the following formula:  (Sec. 132 
(b)(2)(B)(ii)) 

33 1/3 percent shall be allotted on the basis of the relative number of 
unemployed individuals in each state, compared to the total number of 
unemployed individuals in all states. 

33 1/3 percent shall be allotted on the basis of the relative “excess number” of 
unemployed individuals in each state, compared to the total excess number of 
unemployed individuals in all states. 

33 1/3 percent shall be allotted on the basis of the relative number of 
individuals in each state who have been unemployed for 15 weeks or more, 
compared to the total number of individuals in all states who have been 
unemployed for 15 weeks or more. 
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Youth Program (Sec. 128 (b)(2)(i)) 

33 1/3 percent shall be allotted on the basis of the relative number of unemployed 
individuals in “areas of substantial unemployment” in each state, compared 
to the total number of unemployed individuals in areas of substantial 
unemployment in all states.  

33 1/3 percent shall be allotted on the basis of the relative “excess number” of 
unemployed individuals in each state, compared to the total excess number of 
unemployed individuals in all states. 

33 1/3 percent shall be allotted on the basis of the relative number of “disadvantaged 
youth” in each state, compared to the total number of disadvantaged youth in 
all states. 

WIA State Allocation Formulas 

Adult Program 

5 percent retained at VEC for statewide administration  

10 percent retained at VEC for statewide activities 

85 percent allocated to local workforce investment boards according to the formulas 
listed below: 

FY 2001 – allocated based on the federal formula presented above with hold 
harmless in effect 

FY 2002 – Hold harmless not in effect 
70 percent allocated based on the federal formula 
30 percent allocated based on the Governor’s discretionary 
formula: 

25 percent based on raw poverty numbers 
75 percent based on raw unemployment numbers 

FY 2003 – allocated based on the federal formula presented above with hold 
harmless in effect 

Dislocated Worker Program (same for all three years) 

5 percent retained at VEC for statewide administration  

10 percent retained at VEC for statewide activities 

25 percent shall be reserved for statewide rapid response activities. 
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60 percent shall be allocated to the local areas based on the following allocation 
formula prescribed by the Governor: 

Factors Percent 
Unemployment Insurance Claimants 20% 
Excess Unemployed 10% 
MLS  Initial Claimants 10% 
Declined Employment 20% 
Agricultural Employment Loss 5% 
15 weeks+ Claimants 15% 
Final Payments 20% 
Total 100% 

Youth Program (same for all three years) 

5 percent retained at VEC for statewide administration  

10 percent retained at VEC for statewide activities 

85 percent allocated to local workforce investment boards based on the federal 
funding formula presented above, with hold harmless in effect. 

Definitions 

An “area of substantial unemployment” is an area that can sustain WIA activities 
and has an average unemployment rate of 6.5 percent for the last 12 months.  

“Excess number” means the higher of (1) the number of unemployed individuals in 
excess of 4.5 percent of the civilian labor force in the State or (2) the number 
of unemployed individuals in excess of 4.5 percent of the civilian labor force 
in areas of substantial unemployment. 

A “disadvantaged youth” is an individual who is age 16 through 21 who is a member 
of a family that received a total family income that does not exceed the higher 
of the federal poverty line or 70 percent of the lower living standard income 
level. 

“Hold harmless” means that a local workforce investment area may not get less than 
90 percent of the average allocation from the previous two years. 

A “disadvantaged adult” is an adult (between the ages of 22 and 72) who received an 
income, or is a member of a family that received a total family income, that, 
in relation to family size, does not exceed the higher of the federal poverty 
line or 70 percent of the lower living standard income level. 



Page D-1 Appendixes 

Appendix D 


This appendix contains detailed descriptions of the 22 State-administered 
workforce training programs.  



Adult Education and Literacy Programs


Administering Agency: Department of Education 

Year Established: 1939 

Guiding Legislation: Adult Education and Family Literacy Act as amended by the 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 

Type of Provider: Training provider 

Target Population: No specific target population 

Program Description: Adult Education and Literacy programs provide adult education 
classes and programs to adults who lack a high school diploma, are 
not proficient in the English language, or who need help in reading, 
writing, math, or basic computer literacy through General 
Education Development and Adult Basic Education courses. 

Referral Process: Local programs recruit participants via the media and publications. 
DSS and VEC may refer adults to programs.  Those programs that 
are represented on workforce investment boards actively work with 
one-stop centers to provide services. 

Eligibility Criteria: Open to all individuals ages 17 or older. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through local public school systems and contracted 
providers. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $8,754,392 $10,000,586 $11,065,506 $11,900,458 

State $2,530,000 $2,530,000 $2,530,000 $2,580,000 
Local $1,825,600 $1,941,802 $2,904,350 $2,931,682 

Total $13,109,992 $14,472,388 $16,499,856 $17,412,140 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Centers for Employment and Training (CETs)


Administering Agency: Department of Social Services 

Year Established: 2001 

Guiding Legislation: Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996 (TANF reserve funds) 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Economically disadvantaged 

Program Description: CETs provide job placement and assistance services, skilled 
training, and the necessary educational skills for employment.  The 
current curriculum include: training regarding computers and office 
equipment operation, nursing assistant, medical billing and coding, 
heating and air conditioning, building maintenance, and 
construction. 

Referral Process: Participants are referred to the program from a variety of sources. 
Many are referred by local departments of social services. Some are 
referred by other organizations and some simply hear about the 
program and volunteer. 

Eligibility Criteria: Eligibility varies depending on the funding source.  However, 
individuals must be living at or below 200 percent of the federal 
poverty guidelines to receive services under the TANF funding 
source. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided in four of the five locations (The 
Alexandria CET charges a fee for services if the individual is 
unable to receive financial assistance through a Pell grant). 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

CET programs are located in five areas of the State: Abingdon, 
Alexandria, Lynchburg, Norfolk, and Roanoke. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $1,026,000 $750,000 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $0 $0 $1,026,000 $750,000 

Note:	 Funding as reported by the Department of Social Services.  However, Cats may receive other supplemental 
funding.  The FY 2001 amount includes funding from the Department of Labor, the Community 
Development Block Grant and the TANF reserve fund.  The FY 2002 allocation amount is from the TANF 
reserve fund. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Economic Employment Improvement Program for

Disadvantaged Persons (EEIPDP)


Administering Agency: Department of Social Services 

Year Established: 1998 

Guiding Legislation: Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996 (TANF reserve funds) and Chapter 7, Section 63.2-700 et seq. 
of the Code of Virginia 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Economically disadvantaged 

Program Description: EEIPDP provides education and job-training services to certain 
disadvantaged persons, including non-custodial parents, in order to 
promote self-sufficiency. 

Referral Process: Participants are referred via outreach activities, local departments 
of social services, the SAFE shelter (for battered women), colleges, 
court systems, and public schools. 

Eligibility Criteria: Participants in the programs must have at least one minor child and 
have an income below 200 percent of the federal poverty level. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

EEIPDP programs have eight locations throughout the State in the 
following workforce investment areas: Western Virginia (Area 3), 
Northern Central Virginia (Area 6), Greater Richmond (Area 9), 
Greater Peninsula (Area 14), and West Piedmont (Area 17). 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $200,000 $200,000 

State $150,000 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $150,000 $0 $200,000 $200,000 

Note:	 EEIPDP was established in 1998 and administered by the Governor's Employment and Training 
Department (GETD) until 1999 when the GETD was disbanded.  The program moved to the Department of 
Social Services in 2001. No information and funding was reported for FY 2000. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Education for Independence (EFI)


Administering Agency: Department of Education 

Year Established: 1984 

Guiding Legislation: Workforce Investment Act of 1998 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Economically disadvantaged 

Program Description: The EFI program provides career and technical education through 
career and personal counseling, other job preparation services, job 
development, and financial assistance for training and support 
services (such as child care and transportation) to enable 
participants to be self-sufficient. 

Referral Process: Local departments of social services, community college counselors 
or other staff members, public school staff, or other local/regional 
agencies. 

Eligibility Criteria: Single parents, displaced homemakers, and women in 
nontraditional career programs. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide primarily through community colleges. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $2,400,000 $2,400,000 $2,400,000 $1,600,000 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $2,400,000 $2,400,000 $2,400,000 $1,600,000 

Note:	 The EFI program was established and funded under the Perkins Act until 2000.  In FY 2000, the Perkins 
Act and the TANF reserve jointly funded the program.  In FY 2001, TANF and WIA jointly funded the 
program.  In FY 2002, WIA was the sole provider of EFI funding. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Employment Service


Administering Agency: Virginia Employment Commission 

Year Established: 1933 

Guiding Legislation: Wagner-Peyser Act as amended by the Workforce Investment Act of 
1998 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: No specific target population 

Program Description: The Employment Service program assists jobseekers in finding jobs 
and employers in finding qualified workers.  The program provides 
job counseling, job placement assistance, and general labor 
exchange services through the VEC's automated employment and 
labor exchange (ALEX) system. 

Referral Process: Most Unemployment Insurance claimants are referred to the 
Employment Service program when they file a claim.  Participants 
may be referred from one-stop centers and one-stop partners. 
Referral information is available on the internet through the VEC 
home page. 

Eligibility Criteria: No specific eligibility requirement 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through Virginia Employment Commission field offices. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $16,404,786 $16,201,763 $16,362,720 $16,820,479 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $16,404,786 $16,201,763 $16,362,720 $16,820,479 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Food Stamp Employment and Training Program (FSET)


Administering Agency: Department of Social Services 

Year Established: 1985 

Guiding Legislation: Food Stamp Act as amended in 2000 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Economically disadvantaged 

Program Description: The FSET Program is a multi-component employment and training 
program that provides job search, job search training, education, 
training and work experience to non-public assistance Food Stamp 
recipients.  The program's role is to provide food stamp recipients 
with opportunities that will lead to paid employment and decrease 
dependency on assistance programs.  Participation in the FSET 
program is a requirement of all Food Stamp recipients who are not 
exempt from the program.  The program provides job search, job 
search training, education, training and work experience. 

Referral Process: The eligibility worker is responsible for determining if a recipient is 
a mandatory work registrant and referring the individual to the 
FSET program. 

Eligibility Criteria: Food Stamp recipients ages 18-50 who are not already working in 
an approved program, or are responsible for care of a child, or are 
pregnant, or are medically certified as unable to work, or meet other 
work registration exemption reasons, or live in an exempt locality. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location Statewide-there are 41 local departments of social services offering 
of Services: the program. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $3,876,939 $4,591,541 $4,591,541 $0 

State $1,073,030 $1,095,240 $1,290,298 $1,290,298 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $4,949,969 $5,686,781 $5,881,839 $1,290,298 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Occupational Adult in Career and Technical Education 

Administering Agency: Department of Education 

Year Established: 1919 

Guiding Legislation: No federal or State guiding legislation 

Type of Provider: Training provider 

Target Population: No specific target population 

Program Description: The Occupational Adult and Career and Technical Education 
program provides post-secondary career and technical education for 
persons who: (1) have already entered the labor market, (2) need 
training or retraining in preparation for a new occupation, or (3) 
need training updated or upgraded to achieve stability or 
advancement in their current employment.  Services are provided 
through night courses at local public schools. 

Referral Process: Participants choose to attend adult occupational programs offered 
by a local school division.  Participants usually are not referred. 

Eligibility Criteria: No specific eligibility criteria. 

Cost of Services: Services provided at a cost to individuals (such as course fees, 
books, and supplies). 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through the public school system. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $0 $0 

State $1,910,000 $2,070,000 $2,430,060 $2,360,837 
Local $6,268,996 $6,154,991 $4,480,232 $5,446,296 

Total $8,178,996 $8,224,991 $6,910,292 $7,807,133 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Opportunity Knocks


Administering Agency: Department of Social Services 

Year Established: 1992 

Guiding Legislation: Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996 (TANF reserve funds) 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Economically disadvantaged 

Program Description: The Opportunity Knocks program is designed to improve the 
employability of and provide assistance to disadvantaged young 
adult parents (including non-custodial parents) through the 
provision of education and skills training and by fostering marriage. 

Referral Process: Participants are referred via outreach activities, local departments 
of social services, correctional facilities, Head Start programs, 
homeless shelters, local health departments, the Virginia 
Employment Commission field offices, and the Workforce 
Investment Areas' local Youth Councils. 

Eligibility Criteria: The program is limited to individuals between ages 18 and 30. 
Participants must have at least one minor child and have an income 
below 200 percent of federal poverty level. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Services are locate in five select areas of the State in the following 
workforce investment areas: New River/Mount Rogers (Area 2), 
Western Virginia (Area 3), Shenandoah Valley (Area 4), Greater 
Richmond (Area 9), and Hampton Roads (Area 16). 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $500,000 $500,000 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $0 $0 $500,000 $500,000 

Note:	 In FY 1999 and FY 2000, the Opportunity Knocks programs was administered by the Governor's 
Employment and Training Department, which was disbanded with the establishment of WIA in FY 2001. 
Data for these two years were unavailable. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Post-Secondary Career and Technical Education


Administering Agency: Virginia Community College System 

Year Established: 1963 

Guiding Legislation: Perkins Act as amended by the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 

Type of Provider: Training provider 

Target Population: No specific target population 

Program Description: The Post-Secondary Career and Technical Education program 
provides assistance to community colleges for post-secondary 
vocational and technical education programs.  Beneficiaries are 
students enrolled in the programs. 

Referral Process: Self, employers, school counselors, current and former students or 
clients, advertisements, other agencies. 

Eligibility Criteria: No specific eligibility criteria. 

Cost of Services: Services provided at a cost to individuals (such as course fees, 
books, and supplies). 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through community colleges. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $3,056,522 $3,256,680 $3,318,664 $3,304,659 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $3,056,522 $3,256,680 $3,318,664 $3,304,659 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Senior Community Services Employment Program (SCSEP)


Administering Agency: Department for the Aging and five other federally contracted 
nonprofit organizations (AARP, Experience Works, National Asian 
Pacific Center on Aging, Urban League, U.S. Forest Service) 

Year Established: 1978 

Guiding Legislation: Older Americans Act as amended in 2000 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Economically disadvantaged 

Program Description: SCSEP provides subsidized part-time employment in community 
service positions.  The goal of the program is to foster individual 
economic self-sufficiency by moving able participants into 
employment in the private and public sectors. 

Referral Process: Outreach and recruitment efforts include public service 
announcements, newspaper ads, distribution of literature in 
organizations in the community, articles in newsletters of area 
agencies on aging and/or other organizations, public TV or radio 
shows, etc.  Enrollees are referred by other human services 
organizations, churches, one-stop centers, current and former 
enrollees. 

Eligibility Criteria: Low-income individuals age 55 years and older. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location Statewide through area agencies on aging and other contracted 
of Services: nonprofit organization provider offices. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $3,000,293 $3,002,468 $3,001,288 $3,003,098 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $211,065 $211,307 $211,209 $211,410 

Total $3,211,358 $3,213,775 $3,212,497 $3,214,508 

Note: Funding includes only Department for the Aging allocations. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Trade Adjustment Assistance Programs, which includes

Transitional Adjustment Assistance (TAA) and NAFTA-


Trade Adjustment Assistance (NAFTA-TAA)


Administering Agency: Virginia Employment Commission 

Year Established: 1974 (TAA) 
1993 (NAFTA-TAA) 

Guiding Legislation: Trade Assistance Act of 1974 (TAA) as amended by the Trade Act of 
2002. 
North American Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act of 1993 
(NAFTA-TAA) 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Dislocated workers 

Program Description: Trade Adjustment Assistance programs provide training, job search 
and relocation allowances, income support and other assistance to 
workers affected by increased imports. 

Referral Process: Company officials may file a petition for certification as an affected 
employer; or a petition may be filed by a group of three or more 
workers, by their union, or other authorized representatives. 

Eligibility Criteria: Workers who are laid off or whose hours of work and wages are 
reduced as a result of increased imports.  To receive NAFTA-TAA 
funding, the workers must be affected as a result of increased 
imports from Mexico or Canada. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through Virginia Employment Commission field offices. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $4,426,375 $4,119,875 $4,456,250 $3,763,375 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $4,426,375 $4,119,875 $4,456,250 $3,763,375 

Note: Funding includes Transitional Adjustment Assistance (TAA) and NAFTA-Trade Adjustment Assistance 
(NAFTA-TAA) allocations. Funding allocations are determined based on need. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Veterans Employment and Training Programs


Administering Agency: Virginia Employment Commission 

Year Established: 1972 

Guiding Legislation: Chapter 41 of Title 38 of the United States Code 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Veterans 

Program Description: The veterans employment and training programs provide statewide 
job counseling, job training and job placement services to eligible 
veterans of all periods of military service, as defined in Title 38 
(Chapter 42) of the United States Code and all other appropriate 
and related legislation, such as the Workforce Investment Act of 
1998. 

Referral Process: Participation in the benefits of these programs is largely based on 
job seekers who voluntarily come to the 39 VEC field offices across 
the State for job search assistance.  There are a limited number of 
referrals from the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs.  The 
Transition Assistance Program (TAP) serves as a source of exiting 
military personnel who wish to remain in Virginia. The TAP 
program is a job search workshop that is presented on-site at 
military bases. 

Eligibility Criteria: Veterans of all periods of military service 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through Virginia Employment Commission field offices. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $2,978,000 $2,965,250 $3,101,250 $3,188,250 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $2,978,000 $2,965,250 $3,101,250 $3,188,250 

Note:	 Funding provided is for only veterans employment and training programs administered by the Virginia 
Employment Commission. These programs are the Disabled Veterans Outreach Program (DVOP) and the 
Local Veterans' Employment Representatives (LVERs). 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Virginia Initiative for Employment not Welfare (VIEW) 

Administering Agency: Department of Social Services 

Year Established: 1995 

Guiding Legislation: Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996 and Sections 63.2-608 through 63.1-615 of the Code of Virginia 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Economically disadvantaged 

Program Description: VIEW is the employment component of Virginia's Temporary 
Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program.  The goal is to 
provide employment and training opportunities to assist individuals 
in attaining the goal of self-sufficiency.  The program provides job 
search assistance, job readiness, and training services to non­
exempt TANF recipients. 

Referral Process: After a family applies for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF), the local department of social services has up to 45 days to 
process the application.  During this time, the local department 
determines whether any adult is exempt from VIEW participation 
for reasons such as a disability or caring for a child under 18 months 
of age.  Adults that not exempt are referred to the VIEW program. 
An automated referral is sent to the employment services worker 
upon case approval. 

Eligibility Criteria: The program is mandatory for all recipients of TANF who do not 
meet the exemptions described in 63.2-609 of the Code of Virginia. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through local departments of social services. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $34,345,900 $29,395,192 $31,145,192 $30,110,192 

State $26,911,190 $20,658,359 $30,413,929 $20,708,359 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $61,257,090 $50,053,551 $61,559,121 $50,818,551 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Virginia Registered Apprenticeship Program


Administering Agency: Department of Labor and Industry (DOLI) and the Virginia 
Community College System (VCCS) 

Year Established: 1938 

Guiding Legislation: The Apprenticeship Act as amended in 1997 and Sections 40.1-117 
through 40.1-127 of the Code of Virginia 

Type of Provider: Training provider 

Target Population: No specific target population 

Program Description: The Virginia Registered Apprenticeship program provides 
formalized career training through a combination of on-the-job 
training and related technical instruction to train employees in 
occupations that demand a high level of skill.  Participants receive 
paid on-the-job training (minimum of 2,000 hours) through 
businesses or sponsors (group of businesses).  Related instruction is 
provided through local training providers such as community 
colleges, vocational education centers, or journeymen ("graduates" of 
an apprenticeship trade).  DOLI is responsible for general program 
oversight and for registering businesses (or sponsors). VCCS is 
responsible for overseeing the related instruction component. 

Referral Process: Referrals come from the following sources: employers/sponsors, 
labor organizations, industry leaders, high school guidance 
counselors, apprenticeship program field representatives, 
apprenticeship related instruction coordinators,  DOLI web-site 
visits, one-stop centers, other federal and State agencies, and 
parents and students. 

Eligibility Criteria: The program is open to all participants with appropriate 
qualifications for the job, such as a high school diploma. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through registered businesses or sponsors. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $0 $0 

State $1,581,364 $1,758,070 $1,702,644 $1,703,965 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $1,581,364 $1,758,070 $1,702,644 $1,703,965 

Note: Funding includes DOLI and VCCS allocations to operate the program. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) Services


Administering Agency: Department of Rehabilitative Services and the Department for the 
Blind and Hearing Impaired 

Year Established: 1920 

Guiding Legislation: Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended under the Workforce 
Investment Act of 1998, and Section 51.5-9 of the Code of Virginia 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Disabled 

Program Description: The Vocational Rehabilitation Services program assists eligible 
individuals with disabilities to engage in employment that is 
consistent with their strengths, resources, priorities, concerns, 
abilities, and capabilities.  The program provides individuals with 
disabilities with services that prepare for, secure, retrain, or regain 
employment. 

Referral Process: Referrals may come from any source.  Generally, recipients are 
referred to the program by social workers, medical personnel, 
mental health professionals, teachers, family members, employers, 
one-stop center staff, or self-referral. 

Eligibility Criteria: Any individual that (1) has a physical or mental impairment which 
constitutes or results in a substantial impediment to employment 
for the individual and (2) can benefit from Vocational Rehabilitation 
Services. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through the  Department of Rehabilitative Services and 
Department of Blind and Vision Impaired offices. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $55,032,225 $58,176,342 $60,435,768 $60,687,497 

State $14,946,381 $16,011,622 $17,825,028 $16,409,305 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $69,978,606 $74,187,964 $78,260,796 $77,096,802 

Note: Funding includes Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired and Department of Rehabilitative 
Services allocations to operate the program. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Welfare-to-Work (WtW)


Administering Agency: Department of Social Services (WtW funds are allocated to local 
workforce investment boards) 

Year Established: 1998 

Guiding Legislation: Balanced Budget Act of 1997 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Economically disadvantaged 

Program Description: Welfare-to-Work is intended to compliment and enhance the current 
State welfare reform efforts with an emphasis on work first, by 
facilitating placement of hard-to-employ welfare recipients into 
transitional employment opportunities that will lead to 
unsubsidized employment. 

Referral Process: Participants are referred to the program by local departments of 
social services and community-based organizations. 

Eligibility Criteria: TANF recipients are eligible if they have received assistance for at 
least 30 months, or if they are within 12 months of becoming 
ineligible for TANF due to time limits. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Location of services varies based on local workforce investment 
boards' designation of providers. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $16,500,000 $15,400,000 $0 $0 

State $2,500,000 $4,000,000 $500,000 $500,000 
Local $31,618 $1,141,524 $4,623,070 $10,394,221 

Total $19,031,618 $20,541,524 $5,123,070 $10,894,221 

Note:	 Welfare-to-Work was established in FY 1998 and federal funding for the program was allocated in FY 1999 
and FY 2000.  However, the federal legislation allows states five years to spend their allocations. At the 
beginning of FY 2003, $8.7 million of these funds were available for expenditure.  WtW funds also require a 
33 percent State or local match.  A portion of the State and local allocations for each year represent the 
required match. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



WIA Adult Program


Administering Agency: Virginia Employment Commission (funds are allocated to the local 
workforce investment boards) 

Year Established: 2000 

Guiding Legislation: Workforce Investment Act of 1998 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Varies by local workforce investment area 

Program Description: The WIA Adult program provides job search, job readiness, career 
counseling, and funding and assistance for training through 
certified training providers. 

Referral Process: Eligible adults may be referred to the program through an initial 
assessment conducted at the one-stop center or through other WIA 
mandated partner programs. 

Eligibility Criteria: Self-directed core services, such as the use of a computer to search 
for a job and develop a resume, are open to all individuals. For staff-
assisted services, individuals must be 18 years of age or older, 
eligible to work in the US, and comply with Selective Service 
registration and local or State residency requirements.  If local 
workforce investment areas determine that funds are limited, then 
priority for services goes to low-income individuals.  Local workforce 
investment boards may also develop plans to further prioritize 
services based on the special needs of their areas. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through service providers designated by local workforce 
investment boards. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $12,478,418 $11,320,576 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $0 $0 $12,478,418 $11,320,576 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



WIA Dislocated Worker Program


Administering Agency: Virginia Employment Commission (funds are allocated to the local 
workforce investment boards) 

Year Established: 2000 

Guiding Legislation: Workforce Investment Act of 1998 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Dislocated workers 

Program Description: The WIA Dislocated Worker program provides job readiness, job 
search assistance, career counseling, and funding and assistance for 
training through certified training providers.  The WIA Dislocated 
Worker allocations also funds (25 percent) the Rapid Response 
program, which provides information and services to employees 
facing a pending layoff. 

Referral Process: Eligible dislocated workers may be referred to the program through 
an initial assessment at the one-stop center or through other WIA 
mandated partner programs. 

Eligibility Criteria: To qualify for services, individuals must meet one of the following 
criteria: (1) must have been terminated or laid off, (2) received 
notice of termination or layoff, or (3) are displaced homemakers, no 
longer supported by family members for unpaid services in the 
home, and are experiencing difficulty in obtaining employment. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through service providers designated by local workforce 
investment boards. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $12,424,713 $11,111,364 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $0 $0 $12,424,713 $11,111,364 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



WIA Youth


Administering Agency: Virginia Employment Commission (funds are allocated to the local 
workforce investment boards) 

Year Established: 2000 

Guiding Legislation: Workforce Investment Act of 1998 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to individuals 

Target Population: Economically disadvantaged 

Program Description: The WIA Youth program provides a variety of education and job 
readiness services to low-income youth ages 14-21 who are deficient 
in basic literacy skills; school dropouts; homeless, runaway, or foster 
children; pregnant or parents; or offenders.  The WIA Youth 
program is divided into two groups: younger youth (in-school) and 
older youth (out of school).  Youth program services offered include: 
(1) tutoring, study skills training, and instruction leading to 
secondary school completion, including dropout prevention 
strategies; (2) alternative secondary school offerings; (3) summer 
employment opportunities; (4) paid and unpaid work experiences; 
(5) occupational skills training; (6) leadership development 
opportunities; (7) supportive services; (8) adult mentoring for at 
least twelve months; (9) follow-up services; and (10) comprehensive 
guidance and counseling. 

Referral Process: Youth may be referred by their local school system, one-stop 
centers, Head Start programs, through the local workforce 
investment areas' Youth Councils, or other WIA mandated partner 
programs. 

Eligibility Criteria: Low-income youth ages 14-21. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through service providers designated by local workforce 
investment boards. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $16,534,311 $16,534,311 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $0 $0 $16,534,311 $16,534,311 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Workforce Development Services


Administering Agency: Virginia Community College System 

Year Established: 1999 

Guiding Legislation: Section 23.214-215 of the Code of Virginia 

Type of Provider: Training provider 

Target Population: No specific target population 

Program Description: Workforce Development Services (WDS) provides funding for the 
development of non-credit courses through the community college 
system and customized training courses to businesses. 

Referral Process: Self, employers, school counselors, current and former students or 
clients, advertisements, other agencies. 

Eligibility Criteria: No specific eligibility requirement. 

Cost of Services: Services provided at a cost to individuals or businesses (such as 
course fees, books, and supplies). 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through community colleges. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $0 $0 

State $1,625,000 $2,850,000 $4,500,000 $4,500,000 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $1,625,000 $2,850,000 $4,500,000 $4,500,000 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Workforce Services


Administering Agency: Department of Business Assistance 

Year Established: 1965 

Guiding Legislation: Section 2.2-902 of the Code of Virginia 

Type of Provider: Provider of services to businesses 

Target Population: Businesses expanding in or relocating to Virginia 

Program Description: Workforce Services is an economic development marketing incentive 
used to support new job creation by new and expanding businesses 
throughout the Commonwealth, and to enhance employment 
opportunities for Virginians.  The program assists companies in 
providing recruiting and training for specific jobs and does not offer 
training to the general public. 

Referral Process: Businesses are referred from the following sources: State and local 
economic development organizations, direct calls from the 
companies, other State agencies, and economic development 
consulting firms. 

Eligibility Criteria: A company must be an employer investing at least $1 million in 
capital and creating at least 25 new jobs in a 36 month period; there 
must be at least one other state or country competing for the 
company's business; wages must be at least $8/hour per job; and the 
company must earn more than 50 percent of its revenue outside of 
Virginia. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

Statewide through the central office of the Department of Business 
Assistance and through field representatives. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $0 $0 

State $15,797,074 $13,946,865 $13,625,313 $13,544,647 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $15,797,074 $13,946,865 $13,625,313 $13,544,647 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 



Workforce Services for Regional Partnerships


Administering Agency: Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) 

Year Established: 2002 

Guiding Legislation: Appropriation Act of 2002-2004 

Type of Provider: To be determined 

Target Population: To be determined 

Program Description: In the Appropriation Act of 2002-2004, the Department of Housing 
and Community Development received $2 million each year for FY 
2003 and FY 2004 to develop a workforce services program. 
However, in the Governor's Budget Reduction Plan for the 2002­
2004 Biennium released on October 15, 2002, the grant was reduced 
by $900,000 over the two year period.  The program is in the 
development phase, but funding allocations will be distributed to 
regional competitiveness partnerships that submit a request for 
proposals (RFP) to DHCD. 

Referral Process: To be determined 

Eligibility Criteria: Recipients of the funding must be registered regional competitive 
partnerships. 

Cost of Services: No cost for services provided. 

Primary Location 
of Services: 

To be determined. 

Program Funding 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 

Federal $0 $0 $0 $0 

State $0 $0 $0 $0 
Local $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $0 $0 $0 $0 

Note: The program was established in 2002. Current funding allocations (as of October 15, 2002) are $1.6 million 
in FY 2003 and $1.5 million in FY 2004 in State General Funds. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of surveys completed by workforce training program administrators. 
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Appendix E 


This appendix contains the data collection instrument used for the WIA 
Adult and Dislocated Worker participant file reviews. 



One-stop name: 

No No 

No 

WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

Client name:
 (FIRST) (MIDDLE) (LAST) (SUFFIX) 

Area number: 

Date reviewed: JLARC ID: 

Review analyst: Number of training profiles: 

Follow up needed? Yes File review complete? Yes 

Data entry complete? Yes Who entered data? 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

1.  Social Security Number: 

2.  Date of Birth: 

3. Sex: 0  Male  1  Female 

4.  What is the County or City of residence?

  a. FIPS code: 

5.  Highest education level completed: 

1 Less Than H.S. Diploma 4 Associate Degree 7 Doctorate Degree 

2 H.S. Diploma/GED 5 Bachelor Degree 8 Vocational Technical School 

3 Some College 6 Masters Degree 9 Not in file 

6.  List name and date of any certificates received before entering WIA: 

7. Ethnicity: 

1 Asian 4 Hispanic 7 Other


2 African-American 5 Middle Eastern 8 None Given 


3 White 6 Native American 9 Not in file 


8.  What are the client’s WIA barriers to employment? (Circle all that apply) 

1 Recipient of public 5 Displaced 
9 Homeless 13 High school drop-out 

assistance or low income homemaker 

2 single parent 6 Older worker 10 Offender 14 Basic skills deficient 

3 Long-term unemployed (15 11 Substantial language 
7 Veteran 15 Not in file 

weeks or more) or cultural barrier 

4 Disabled 8 Dislocated worker 
12 Pregnant / Parenting 

 0 No barriers provided 
18-21 year old 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


9.	 What is the client’s family status? 

0 Not in file 


2 Parent in one-parent family


3 Parent in two-parent family


4 Other family member


5 Not a family member


a.	 Number of dependents in family less than 18 years old? 

ELIGIBILITY AND REGISTRATION INFORMATION 

10.	 Client is qualified for the following types of WIA services: (Circle all that apply)


1 Adult

2 Dislocated worker

3 Youth 


11.  Client was registered for the following types of WIA services: (Circle all that apply) 

1 Adult

2 Dislocated worker

3 Youth 


12. On what date was the client registered in WIA? 

13.  Was the client laid off from a job before entering WIA?

 0 No, skip to question 14 2. Terminated 
 1 Yes 3. Discharged from military

 a.	  Date of layoff?

 b.	 Was layoff permanent? 

0 No 

1 Yes


 c.	 Was layoff due to plant closure? 

0 No 

1 Yes


 d.	  From what company was the client laid off? 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


14. Does the client receive cash assistance?

 0 No, skip to question 15

 1 Yes 

 2 Not in file, skip to question 15


 a. What kind of assistance? 

0 Welfare, skip to question 15 
1 Food Stamps, skip to question 15 
2 Unemployment Insurance (UI) or unemployment compensation (UC) 
3 Other: _____________, skip to question 15 

b. Did Unemployment Insurance expire before enrollment in WIA? 

0 No 

1 Yes 

2 Not in file 


c. Did TANF expire before enrollment in WIA? 

0 No 

1 Yes 

2 Not in file 


INFORMATION REGARDING CLIENT’S EXIT FROM WIA 

15.  Has the client exited WIA?

 0 No, skip to question 18

 1 Yes 


16.  On what date did the client exit WIA? 

17.  Why did the client exit WIA? 

0 Client stopped visiting the one-stop 
1 Client enrolled as a full-time student 
2 Client took an unsubsidized job 
3 Client took a subsidized job 
4 Client was referred to another program 
5 Other, please explain: ______________________________________________________ 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #   ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 

 

PARTNER SERVICES 
 

18.  Use the following table to identify if the client received services from partner programs, and if so,  
for what time period.   

 
 

 
Status of Services  

(Put a “1” in the column that applies) 

 Program Name 
Received 
Services 

Referred for 
Services 

Eligible for 
Services 

Not in 
file 

 WIA Mandated Partner Programs     

1 Employment Service or Job Service (Wagner-Peyser)     

2 Unemployment Insurance      

3 Trade Adjustment Assistance Training Program (TAA)     

4 NAFTA - TAA     

5 Employment and Training Services to Veterans     

6 Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Employment and Training 
Program     

7 Native American Employment and Training Programs      

8 Adult Career and Technical Education     

9 Vocational Rehabilitation Services Program     

10 Adult Basic and Adult Secondary Education      

11 Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Program      

12 Community Services Block Grant     

13 Welfare-to-Work Program      

14 Senior Community Service Employment Program     

15 HUD-administered employment and training     

 Other Non-Mandated Programs     

16 Virginia Initiative for Employment not Welfare (VIEW)     

17 Food Stamp Employment Training Program (FSET)     

18 Economic and Employment Program for Disadvantaged 
Persons (EEPDP) 

    

19 Centers for Employment and Training (CET)     

20 Non-credit Courses Provided through Workforce Development 
Services Centers     

21 Virginia Apprenticeship Program     

22 Other:     

23 Other:     

 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


19. COMMENTS ON CLIENT’S FILE AND SERVICES


20. Check box if this client’s file could be used for a case study in the final report and  
briefly describe the reason why below. 

Use the service profile forms on the following pages to describe all of the core, intensive and 
training services that the client received. 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


21.  Use the table below to summarize all core, intensive, and training services the client received. 
Note: Provide beginning and ending dates for training services only 

Coding instructions for filling in the table below:


Service Type Code – See separate table that lists codes 


Date Training Service Began – MM/DD/YY  or NIF-Not if file


Date Training Service Ended – MM/DD/YY  or NIF-Not if file


Provider Type Code – See separate table that lists codes 


Service Type Code 
Date Training 
Service Began 

Date Training 
Service Ended 

Provider Type 
Code 

a 

b 

c 

d 

e 

f 

g 

h 

i 

j 

k 

l 

m 

n 

o 

p 

q 

22. Types of support services (Circle all that apply): 

Transportation Child Care Utilities Rent Other: ______________ 

FOR EACH TRAINING SERVICE LISTED, COMPLETE A TRAINING PROFILE BELOW 
IF A CERTIFICATE WAS ISSUED, FILL OUT THE TABLE FOR QUESTION 32 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


TRAINING SERVICE PROFILE - A 

23-A.  Service type code: _______ 


24-A.  Name of Service Provider: _____________________________________ 


25-A.  Did service result in certification?


0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

26-A.  Did client receive financial aid for this training? 

0 No, skip to question 32-A 1 Yes   2 Not in file 

27-A.  Did a WIA voucher pay for some or all of this service? 

0 No  1 Yes   2 Not in file 

28-A.  Was some of the WIA voucher spent on tuition? 

0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

29-A.  Was some of the WIA voucher spent on books, supplies, and fees? 

0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

30-A.  Were other funding sources used to pay for some or all of this service? 

0 No, skip to question 37-A  1 Yes   2 Not in file 

31-A.  List types of other funding sources used to pay for this service below: 

32-A.  Did the client complete this training? 

0 No  1 Yes   2 Completion is pending   3 Not in file 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


TRAINING SERVICE PROFILE - B 

23-B. Service type code: _______ 


24-B.  Name of Service Provider: _____________________________________ 


25-B.  Did service result in certification?


0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

26-B.  Did client receive financial aid for this training? 

0 No, skip to question 32-B 1 Yes   2 Not in file 

27-B.  Did a WIA voucher pay for some or all of this service? 

0 No  1 Yes   2 Not in file 

28-B.  Was some of the WIA voucher spent on tuition? 

0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

29-B.  Was some of the WIA voucher spent on books, supplies, and fees? 

0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

30-B.  Were other funding sources used to pay for some or all of this service? 

0 No, skip to question 37-B  1 Yes   2 Not in file 

31-B.  List types of other funding sources used to pay for this service below: 

32-B.  Did the client complete this training? 

0 No  1 Yes   2 Completion is pending   3 Not in file 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


TRAINING SERVICE PROFILE - C 

23-C. Service type code: _______ 


24-C.  Name of Service Provider: _____________________________________ 


25-C.  Did service result in certification?


0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

26-C.  Did client receive financial aid for this training? 

0 No, skip to question 32-C 1 Yes   2 Not in file 

27-C.  Did a WIA voucher pay for some or all of this service? 

0 No  1 Yes   2 Not in file 

28-C.  Was some of the WIA voucher spent on tuition? 

0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

29-C.  Was some of the WIA voucher spent on books, supplies, and fees? 

0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

30-C.  Were other funding sources used to pay for some or all of this service? 

0 No, skip to question 37-C  1 Yes   2 Not in file 

31-C.  List types of other funding sources used to pay for this service below: 

32-C.  Did the client complete this training? 

0 No  1 Yes   2 Completion is pending   3 Not in file 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


TRAINING SERVICE PROFILE - D 

23-D. Service type code: _______ 


24-D.  Name of Service Provider: _____________________________________ 


25-D.  Did service result in certification?


0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

26-D.  Did client receive financial aid for this training? 

0 No, skip to question 32-D 1 Yes   2 Not in file 

27-D.  Did a WIA voucher pay for some or all of this service? 

0 No  1 Yes   2 Not in file 

28-D.  Was some of the WIA voucher spent on tuition? 

0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

29-D.  Was some of the WIA voucher spent on books, supplies, and fees? 

0 No 1 Yes  2 Not in file 

30-D.  Were other funding sources used to pay for some or all of this service? 

0 No, skip to question 37-D  1 Yes   2 Not in file 

31-D.  List types of other funding sources used to pay for this service below: 

32-D.  Did the client complete this training? 

0 No  1 Yes   2 Completion is pending   3 Not in file 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


33.  Use the table below to list the certifications the client received during training.  

Name of Training Certificate 
Training code linked to 

certificate 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

K 

L 

M 

N 

O 

P 

Q 

R 

S 

T 

U 

V 

W 

X 

Y 

Z 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


DATA ENTRY CODES FOR USE WHEN COMPLETING SERVICE PROFILES


SERVICE TYPE CODES 
Code Core services 

1 intake, outreach, and orientation to the one-stop center 
2 eligibility determination 
3 initial assessment / objective assessment 
4 job search and placement assistance 
5 career counseling 
6 information on supportive services 
7 information on filing Unemployment Insurance (UI) claims 
8 information on programs and the labor market  
9 group resume assistance 
10 individual resume assistance 
11 job search 
12 screened referrals 
13 follow-up 
14 employability development 
15 service provider performance information 
16 Individual job development 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Intensive services 
51 group counseling 
52 individual counseling 
53 comprehensive skills assessment – career scoping, TABE, etc. 
54 case management 
55 career planning 
56 short-term prevocational services 
57 Individual counseling and career planning 
58 individual employment plan development 
59 youth services – summer employment and regular year work experience 
60 adult mentoring 
61 job readiness training 
62 work experience 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #  ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 


SERVICE TYPE CODES, continued 
Training services 

101 occupational skills training – general or unspecified (no certifcation) 
102 on-the-job training 
103 skills upgrading 
104 entrepreneurial training 
106 adult education and literacy activities (taking ABE or GED courses) 
107 customized training for an employer who commits to hiring 
108 college course – general 

109 

OST – computer training (Cisco; Microsoft Programs such as Word, Excel, Access, and 
PowerPoint certificates, certificate in business computing applications, MSCE, 
webmaster, ITPro, network engineer, information systems technology (AA or 
certification)) 

110 OST – health care training (CNA, LPN, RN, Nurse Aide, Direct Care, medical admin asst) 
111 OST – truck driving (Commercial Driver’s License-CDL) 
112 Youth services – academic learning/tutoring 
113 OST – heavy equipment (certificate) 
114 OST – miner (certificate) 
115 OST – customer service 
116 OST – education (Teacher’s Assistant, Associate or Bachelor’s in Teaching) 
117 OST – childhood development/child care certification 
118 OST – machine shop (certificate) 
119 OST – electronics technician (certificate) 
120 OST – administrative support, admin clerk (certificate) 
121 Youth services – internship 
122 OST – accounting certificate, business associate degree, accounting associate 
123 OST – HVAC  
124 General coursework in preparation for transferring to a four year program 
125 OST – liberal arts associate degree 
126 OST – criminal justice associate degree 
127 OST – Automotive (ASE – automotive service education cert, auto painter helper) 
128 OST – Massage therapy 
129 OST – Computer Graphic Design (Assoc Degree) 
130 OST – Aviation (maintenance tech) 
131 OST – real estate finance (B.A.) 
132 OST – medical insurance specialist 
133 OST – food service management 
134 OST – building and maintenance 
135 OST – paralegal 
136 OST – guidance and counseling (M.A.) 
137 OST – Electrician 
138 OST – Human services associates degree 
139 OST – cosmetology 
146 OST – Barbering certificate 
147 OST – police science associates degree 



WIA CLIENT INFORMATION 

AREA #   ______ LAST NAME   ________________________ JLARC ID   _____________ 

 

SERVICE PROVIDER TYPE CODES 
1.   Private, for-profit training provider 7.   Public college or university 13. Private company 
2.   Private, non-profit training provider 8.   Private college or university 14. Private nonprofit 
3.   Community college 9.   WIA mandated partner 15. Skills center 
4.   Proprietary school 10. One-stop center 16. Private contractor 
5.   State government agency 11. On-the-job trainer 17.  CATEC/HS 
6.   Local government agency 12. Private individual  

 
 

FUNDING TYPE CODES 
1.  Pell grant 7.  FFELP loan 
2.  WIA voucher 8.  Federal SEOG 
3.  National Reserve 9. COMA 
4.  ConAgra 10.  TAA 
5.  Federal student loan 11.  Unknown scholarship 
6.  Stafford 12.  Social services 
 15.  JABA 
 16.  EFI 
 17.  Scholarship  
 18. WtW 
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Appendix F 


Description of the 17 WIA Performance Measures 

Program Definition 
All programs  
Customer 
Satisfaction-
Participants 

The average of three statewide survey questions rated 1-10 
• Was the participant satisfied with services? 
• Did the service meet the expectations of the customer? 
• How well did the service compare to the ideal set of services? 

Customer 
Satisfaction-
Employers 

The average of three statewide survey questions rated 1-10 
• Was the employer satisfied with services? 
• Did the service meet the expectations of the customer? 
• How well did the service compare to the ideal set of services? 

Adult 
Entered 
Employment 
Rate 

Of those who did not have a job when they registered for WIA, the percentage of adults who 
got a job by the end of the 1st quarter after exit.  This measure excludes participants who are 
employed at the time of registration.  

Employment 
Retention Rate 

Of those who had a job in the 1st quarter after exit, the percentage of adults who have a job in 
the in the 3rd quarter after exit. 

Earnings Change 
in Six Months 

Of those who had a job in the 1st quarter after exit, the post-program earnings increases as 
compared with pre-program earnings. 

Employment and 
Credential Rate 

Of those adults who received WIA training services, the percentage who were employed in the 
1st quarter after exit and received a credential by the end of the 3rd quarter after exit. 

Dislocated 
Worker 
Entered 
Employment 
Rate 

The percentage of dislocated workers who got a job by the end of the 1st quarter after exit.  This 
measure includes dislocated workers who are employed at the time of registration. 

Employment 
Retention Rate 

Of those who had a job in the 1st quarter after exit, the percentage of dislocated workers who 
have a job n the 3rd quarter after exit. 

Earnings 
Replacement 
Rate 

Of those who had a job in the 1st quarter after exit, the percentage of pre-program earnings 
being earned post-program.  Since it may be difficult to find dislocated workers jobs with 
equivalent or better wages, this measure captures the percentage of earnings of the new job in 
relation to the old. 

Employment and 
Credential Rate 

Of those dislocated workers who received WIA training services, the percentage who were 
employed in the 1st quarter after exit and received a credential by the end of the 3rd quarter 
after exit. 

Youth (Older) 
Entered 
Employment 
Rate 

Of those who are not employed at registration and who are not enrolled in post-secondary 
education or advanced training in the 1st quarter after exit, the percentage of older youth who 
have gotten a job by the end of the 1st quarter after exit.  This measure also excludes youth that 
move on to post-secondary education or advanced training and not employment. 

Employment 
Retention Rate 

Of those who are not employed at registration and who are not enrolled in post-secondary 
education or advanced training in the 3rd quarter after exit, the percentage of older youth who 
have gotten a job by the end of the 3rd quarter after exit. 

Earnings Change 
in Six Months 

Of those who had a job in the 1st quarter after exit and who are not enrolled in post-secondary 
education or advanced training, the post-program earnings increases as compared with pre­
program earnings. 

Credential Rate The percentage of older youth who are in employment, post-secondary education, or advanced 
training in the 1st quarter after exit and received a credential by the end of the 3rd quarter after 
exit. 

Table continues onto the next page 
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Description of the 17 WIA Performance Measures (continued) 

Program Definition 
Youth (Younger) 
Skill Attainment 
Rate 

Of all in-school youth and any out of school youth assessed to be in need of basic skills, work 
readiness skills, and/or occupational skills, the percentage of the younger youth who attained a 
skill. 

Diploma or 
Equivalent 

Of those without a diploma or equivalent, the percentage of younger youth who attained a 
secondary school diploma or equivalent by the end of the 1st quarter after exit. 

Retention Rate The percentage of younger youth found in one of the following categories in the 3rd quarter after 
exit: post secondary education, advanced training, employment, military service, qualified 
apprenticeships. 

Source:  US Department of Labor TEGL 7-99. 
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Appendix G 


Sampling Errors for Data Tables Presented in This Report  

This appendix provides the sampling error for each of the estimates 
used in this study for the JLARC study sample.  When working with sample 
proportions, the key issue is the precision of the statistic as an estimate of the 
population proportion.  Sampling errors define the level of precision around the 
sample proportion and they are based on the size of the sample from which the 
proportion is calculated.  The smaller the sampling error, the closer the true 
population parameter to the sample proportion. 

Table G-1 

Sampling Errors Associated with Figure 18 

 Total Sample 
n=438 

Participants 
in the JLARC Study Sample Percent Sampling Error 

Adults  53% 6% 
Dislocated workers  47% 7% 

Race 
White
Black 

Education 
Bachelor’s or Master’s degree 
Some college 
High school or GED 
Less than high school 

Sex 
Male
Female

 Adults 
n=233 

Percent Sampling Error

 42% 6% 
52% 6% 

8% 3% 
18% 5% 
53% 6% 
21% 5% 

27% 6% 
73% 6% 

Dislocated Workers 
n=205 

 Percent 
Sampling 

Error 

59% 7% 
39% 7% 

15% 5% 
23% 6% 
55% 7% 
9% 4% 

44% 7% 
56% 7% 



Page G-2 Appendixes 

Table G-2 

Sampling Errors Associated with Figure 19 

 Total Sample 
n=438 

Participants 
in the JLARC Study Sample Percent Sampling Error 

Adults  53% 6% 
Dislocated workers  47% 7% 

Number of Barriers 
One 
Two
Three or more 

Barriers 
Dislocated worker 
Low income 
Single parent 
Long-term employment 
Basic Skills Deficient 
Offender
High school dropout 
Other 

 Adults 
n=233 

Percent Sampling Error

16% 5% 
30% 6% 
54% 6% 

1% 1% 
97% 2% 
49% 6% 
33% 6% 
33% 6% 
21% 5% 
18% 5% 
28% 6% 

Dislocated Workers 
n=205 

 Percent 
Sampling 

Error 

30% 6% 
40% 7% 
30% 6% 

100% 0% 
17% 5% 
14% 5% 
27% 6% 
19% 5% 
6% 3% 
7% 3% 
19% 5% 
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Table G-3 

Sampling Errors Associated with Figure 20 

 Total Sample 
n=438 

Participants 
in the JLARC Study Sample Percent Sampling Error 

Adults  53% 6% 
Dislocated workers  47% 7% 

Services Received 
Core services 
Intensive services 
Attended training 
Completed Training 

 Adults 
n=233 

Percent Sampling Error

100% 0% 
100% 0% 
63% 6% 
39% 6% 

Dislocated Workers 
n=205 

 Percent 
Sampling 

Error 

100% 0% 
91% 4% 
63% 7% 
39% 7% 

Table G-4 

Sampling Errors Associated with Figure 21 

 Total Sample 
n=438 

Participants 
in the JLARC Study Sample Percent Sampling Error 

Adults  53% 6% 
Dislocated workers  47% 7% 

Exited with a job 
After core services 
After intensive services 
After not completing training 
After completed training 

 Total Sample 
n=438 

Percent Sampling Error 

100% 0% 
75% 4% 
51% 5% 
75% 4% 
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Table G-5 

Sampling Errors Associated with Figure 22 

 Total Sample 
n=438 

Participants in the JLARC Study 
Sample 

Who Attended Training Percent Sampling Error 
Adults  34% 8% 

Dislocated workers  29% 8% 

Types of Training Received 
Health care training 
General skills training 
On-the-job training 
Commercial Truck Driving 
Associates degree 
Computer training 
Other 

 Adults 
n=147 

Percent Sampling Error

29% 7% 
11% 5% 
9% 5% 
8% 4% 
7% 4% 
5% 4% 
31% 7% 

Dislocated Workers 
n=129 

 Percent 
Sampling 

Error 

7% 4% 
16% 6% 
6% 4% 

14% 6% 
7% 4% 
45% 9% 
5% 4% 
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Table G-6 

Sampling Errors Associated with Figure 23 

 Total Sample 
n=438 

Participants 
in the JLARC Study Sample Percent Sampling Error 

Adults  53% 6% 
Dislocated workers  47% 7% 

Exited 

Exited with unsubsidized 
employment 
Exited for other reasons 

 Adults 
n=233 

Percent Sampling Error
60% 6% 

 Adults 
n=139 

Percent Sampling Error

62% 8% 

38% 8% 

Dislocated Workers 
n=205 

 Percent 
Sampling 

Error 
50% 7% 

Dislocated Workers 
n=102 

 Percent 
Sampling 

Error 

87% 7% 

13% 7% 



--
--
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Table G-7 

Sampling Errors Associated with Figure 24 

 Total Sample 
n=438 

Participants 
in the JLARC Study Sample Percent Sampling Error 

Adults  53% 6% 
Dislocated workers  47% 7% 

Exited after core services 
With a job 
For other reasons 

Exited after intensive 
services 
With a job 
For other reasons 

Exited after not completing 
training 
With a job 
For other reasons 

Exited after completing 
training 
With a job 
For other reasons 

 Adults 
n=0 

Percent Sampling Error

0% 
0% 

 Adults 
n=54 

Percent Sampling Error

72% 12% 
28% 12% 

 Adults 
n=23 

Percent Sampling Error

30% 19% 
70% 19% 

 Adults 
n=62 

Percent Sampling Error

65% 12% 
35% 12% 

Dislocated Workers 
n=4 

 Percent 
Sampling 

Error 

100% 0% 
100% 0% 

Dislocated Workers 
n=36 

 Percent 
Sampling 

Error 

81% 13% 
19% 13% 

Dislocated Workers 
n=12 

 Percent 
Sampling 

Error 

92% 15% 
8% 15% 

Dislocated Workers 
n=48 

 Percent 
Sampling 

Error 

90% 8% 
10% 8% 
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Appendix H 

Adult 

Basic Skills Deficient 

Case Management 

Comprehensive One-
Stop Center 

Consortium Operator 

Coordinated Economic 
Relief Center 

Core Services 

Dislocated Worker 

GLOSSARY 

An individual over the age of 18 who is on public 
assistance, has barriers to employment, or is simply 
ready for a new job or career. 

A term used to refer to an individual that has English 
reading, writing, or computing skills at or below the 8th 

grade level on a generally accepted standardized test. 

The provision of a client–centered approach in the 
delivery of services, designed to:  (1) prepare and 
coordinate comprehensive employment plans, such as 
service strategies, for participants to ensure access to 
necessary workforce investment activities and 
supportive services, using, where feasible, computer-
based technologies; and (2) provide job and career 
counseling during program participation and after job 
placement. 

A center in which core services (for example, intake, job 
search assistance, labor market and training 
information) are provided and there is access to all 
mandated partners. 

Three or more entities that administer WIA-mandated 
partner programs that are designated by a local WIB to 
operate the one-stop service delivery system in that area. 

Center established by the Governor’s Economic Crisis 
Strike Force. 

Services which include intake, outreach, and orientation 
to the one-stop center, eligibility determination, initial 
assessment, job search and placement assistance, career 
counseling, information on supportive services, 
information on filing Unemployment Insurance claims, 
and information on programs and the labor market. 

An individual who has been terminated or laid off from a 
job, or has received notification of a pending termination 
or layoff, or is a displaced homemaker. 
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Displaced Homemaker An individual who has been providing unpaid services to 
family members in the home and has been dependent on 
the income of another family member, but is no longer 
supported by that income, and is unemployed or 
underemployed and is experiencing difficulty in 
obtaining or upgrading employment. 

Individual With a An individual with any disability (as defined in Section 3 
Disability of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 

12102)). 

Informational One-Stop A center that provides information, electronic linkages, 
Center or referrals to other centers in the system. 

Intensive Services Services that include group and individual counseling, 
comprehensive skills assessment, case management, 
career planning, and short-term prevocational services. 

Low-Income Individual An individual: (1) who receives income-based public 
assistance program, (2) whose family income is lower 
than the federal poverty line or 70 percent of the LLSIL, 
(3) who is eligible to receive food stamps, (4) who 
qualifies as a homeless individual, (5) who is a foster 
child, or (6) who has a disability and who is low-income, 
but whose family is not low-income. 

Lower Living Standard Income level (adjusted for regional, metropolitan, urban, 
Income Level and rural differences and family size) determined 

annually by the Secretary of Labor based on the most 
recent lower living standard issued by the Secretary of 
Labor. 

Malcolm Baldrige Nationally recognized standards for stimulating 
Criteria for Performance improvements in competitiveness and business 
Excellence performance. 

Mandated Partner Seventeen programs that are mandated to contribute to 
Programs and provide access to program services through the one-

stop service delivery system. 

Memorandum of An agreement between two parties. 
Understanding 

Non-mandated Partner Programs that are not mandated by the Workforce 
Programs Investment Act to partner with the one-stop service 

delivery system. 
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Offender Any adult or juvenile who is or has been subject to any 
stage of the criminal justice process and may have 
barriers to employment resulting from a record of arrest 
or conviction. 

On-the-Job-Training Training by an employer that is provided to a paid 
participant while the participant is engaged in 
productive work in a job. 

One-Stop Center A physical location where individuals or businesses may 
access various workforce services. 

One-stop Service 
Delivery System 

A system intended to provide seamless access to 17 
federal programs, while at the same time incorporating 
the involvement of private industry to link workforce 
efforts to economic development. 

Participant An individual who has been determined to be eligible to 
participate in a program and who is enrolled in that 
program. 

Public Assistance Federal, State, or local government cash payments for 
which eligibility is determined by a needs or income test. 

Satellite One-Stop 
Center 

An entity that provides services as determined by the 
assessment of local needs by the local WIB.  If any WIA 
funds are contributed to a satellite center operation, 
then core services must be provided.  

Supportive Services Services such as transportation, childcare, dependent 
care, housing, and needs-related payments, that are 
necessary to enable an individual to participate in 
training. 

Training Services Includes occupational skills training, on-the-job training, 
skills upgrading, entrepreneurial training, job readiness 
training, adult education and literacy activities, and 
customized training for an employer who commits to 
hiring. 

Unemployed Individual An individual who is without a job and who wants and is 
available for work. 

Veteran An individual who served in the active military, naval, 
or air service, and who was discharged or released from 
such service under conditions other than a dishonorable 
discharge. 
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Youth 	 An individual between the ages of 14 and 21 who is low-
income and has one or more of the following 
characteristics: (1) deficient in basic skills, (2) high 
school dropout, (3) homeless, runaway, or foster child, (4) 
pregnant or parenting, (5) offender, or (6) requires 
additional assistance to complete an education program 
or secure employment (such as disabled). 
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Appendix I 


ACRONYMS USED IN THIS REPORT 

Acronym Full Name 
Aging Department for the Aging 
AFI Agency for Innovation (Florida) 
CERC Coordinated Economic Relief Centers 
CET Center for Employment and Training 
CETA Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 
DBA Department of Business Assistance  
DBVI Department for the Blind and Visually Impaired 
DHCD Department of Housing and Community Development 
DOE Department of Education 
DOL United States Department of Labor 
DOLI Department of Labor and Industry 
DRS Department of Rehabilitative Services 
DSS Department of Social Services 
DWU Dislocated Worker Unit 
EEIPDP Economic Employment Improvement Program for Disadvantaged 

Persons 
EFI Education for Independence 
EOA Economic Opportunity Act 
FSET Food Stamp Employment and Training 
GAO General Accounting Office  
GED General Education Diploma 
GETD Governor’s Employment and Training Department 
HUD United States Department of Housing and Urban Development 
JLARC Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission 
JTPA Job Training Partnership Act 
LLSIL Lower Living Standard Income Level 
MACC Mid-Atlantic Career Consortium 
MDCD Michigan Department for Community Development 
MDTA Manpower Development and Training Act 
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
NAFTA North American Free Trade Agreement 
PIC Private Industry Council  
PSC Public Service Careers 
SCSEP Senior Community Service Employment Program 
TAA Trade Assistance Act 
TANF Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
TAP Transition Assistance Program 
The Council Virginia Workforce Council 
UI Unemployment Insurance 
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VCCS Virginia Community College System  

Acronym Full Name 
VCU Virginia Commonwealth University 
VEC Virginia Employment Commission 
VIEW Virginia Initiative for Employment not Welfare 
VR Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
WARN Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notification 
WDS Workforce Development Services 
WIA Workforce Investment Act 
WIB Workforce Investment Board 
WTC Workforce Training Council 
WtW Welfare to Work 
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Appendix J 


As part of the extensive data validation process, State agencies involved in 
a JLARC assessment effort are given the opportunity to comment on an exposure 
draft of the report.  Appropriate technical corrections resulting from written com­
ments have been made in this version of the report.  This appendix contains the 
written responses from the Secretary of Commerce and Trade, the Secretary of Edu­
cation, the Virginia Employment Commission, and the Department of Rehabilitative 
Services. 
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VOICE: (804) 662-7000 TTY:

(804) 662-9040 


-TOLL FREE: 800-552-5019 ­
     8004 FRANKLIN FARMS DRIVE
TOLL FREE: 800-464-9950 

     VOICE POST OFFICE BOX K 300 TTY FAX: (804) 662-9532 
    RICHMOND; VIRGINIA 23288 -0300	 EMAIL: drs@drs.state.va.us 

January 20,2003 

MEMORANDUM  

TO: 	 Philip A. Leone, Director  

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission 


: 

RE: 

FROM

The Department of Rehabilitative Services has reviewed the draft report entitled "Review of 
Workforce Training in Virginia" prepared by the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission. 
I would like to provide you with the following comments regarding the draft report. 

• 	 On page 43 of the draft report, there is a statement that the state administered workforce 
training program that target individuals share a common characteristic of providing services 
"free to charge to participants". The federal Rehabilitation Act, which governs the vocational 
rehabilitation program, allows states to iI11plement a financial means test to have individuals 
who are receiving certain services to participate in the cost of these services. The vocational 
rehabilitation programs in Virginia administered by the Department of Rehabilitative 
Services and the Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired utilize a financial 
participation policy to determine the extent to which consumers must participate in the cost of 
certain services. Therefore, for many consumers, vocational rehabilitation services are not 
provided free of charge.  

• 	 In Table 8 on page 48 of the draft report, there is a listing of services provided by workforce 
training programs by specific target population. There also is a statement regarding these 
services on page 47 of the draft report. In contrast to what is listed and stated, job search and 
job placement assistance is a service provided by vocational rehabilitation.  The service, 
however, is only provided to individuals with disabilities who have been determined eligible 
for vocational rehabilitation services. 



Philip A. Leone, Director  
January 20,2003  
Page Two  

• 	 On pages 113 and 114 of the draft report, there is infonnation regarding the chartering of 
One-Stop Centers. On page 114, it is stated that "[t]he Department of Rehabilitative 
Services (DRS) will be evaluating the third criteria, accessibility to people with 
disabilities". The accessibility evaluation, however, is being done through a cooperative 
relationship with DRS, the Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired, and the 
Department for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing. Each agency has a role to play in evaluating 
the accessibility of the One-Stop Centers. 

I hope these comments are helpful to you. If you have any questions, please contact me.  

c: 
Joseph A. Bowman  
Commissioner, Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired 
Ronald L. Lanier 
Director, Department for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing  
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