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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY The Office of the Governor’s Chief Workforce Development Advisor, now Secretariat of Labor, requested the Performance Management Group (PMG) of the L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs at Virginia Commonwealth University evaluate Virginia’s federally-funded Workforce Development System including statewide and regional components. The evaluation is expected to serve as a bridge to the incoming administration providing an overview of existing workforce development efforts in Virginia as well as opportunities to build and strengthen those programs and services. The evaluation used the goals included in the Virginia Combined State Plan (CSP) and in the Virginia Board of Workforce Development (VBWD) strategic plan as benchmarks.  Research was conducted primarily through interviews with workforce leaders in the state, regions as well as peer states. In all, interviews were conducted with 49 workforce representatives including agency leaders, regional leaders (board chairs and directors) and Chief Local Elected Officials (CLEOs). Surveys were also used to collect information where appropriate. In-person assessments were conducted at all the comprehensive job centers throughout the state. Logistics prevented conducting formal assessments at all the affiliate job centers. Direct interviews with workforce customers were not possible due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Data from the systems of record for Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) Title I, Title III and Title IV, such as customer demographics and staff engagements, was analyzed along with information provided by the regions including board demographics and services available at the One-Stop centers. Additional research included reviewing federal and state statutory code, related workforce policies and regulations, and journal articles pertaining to workforce trends along with demographic data. Currently, the Virginia workforce development system spans ten agencies and six Secretariats. Feedback from assessment participants, both internal and external, suggest the current structure creates challenges in developing and implementing policies, programs, and services. Virginia operates WIOA Titles I and III in separate agencies while 80 percent of other states, including five of the six peer states analyzed, place them under a single agency. Operating Title I and III in separate agencies also means workforce customers may not be aware of eligible services available in the other programs. Most of those interviewed as part of this assessment were found to be passionate, fully engaged and committed to the goal of providing effective workforce services to those in need. There were some differences of opinion on how to accomplish that goal when comparing the regional insights to that of those working at the state oversight level. Feedback from the regions suggests the workforce Title I Administration representatives are focused on compliance rather than the delivery of innovative services and do not take regional processes into consideration when developing policies and systems. Title I Administration representatives provided feedback the regions are focused on retaining control rather than embracing system-wide solutions like the referral portal, which the majority of regions reported does not meet their business needs. Communication challenges between the two groups have created tension and opportunities for misunderstandings that need to be addressed. Several of the assessment recommendations are a first step in resolving this conflict.  
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One-Stop customers generally experience high-touch engagements with workforce programs and services. Analysis of the data provided to PMG shows the pandemic had a significant impact on regional operations but in recent months the number of customer engagements has started to trend upward. The most often requested needs by workforce customers across almost all the regions are childcare and transportation with the lack of available childcare support outside of the “9 to 5” jobs being a significant obstacle. Resources available in the centers are generally consistent but methods for capturing visitor information (intake and customer satisfaction) vary by region, hindering the ability to analyze information across all the regions.  Partnerships with other entities such as economic development representatives are essential to ensuring the workforce can support existing and future needs of businesses through both four-year degree programs as well as vocational/trade programs.  A majority of regional directors reported awareness of workforce programs and services throughout their area is generally low with some reporting a five to ten percent awareness among residents. The level engagement of some of the regions, sometimes limited because of funds, changing population demographics, and some regional boards focusing solely on oversight, may be a factor in the low level of awareness. Those regions actively partnering with local non-profits, libraries, etc., reported higher levels of awareness of available workforce services. The recommendations resulting from this analysis for Virginia’s workforce programs are broken down into time frames as shown below:  
Recommendations for Immediate Implementation 

• Reevaluate the management and implementation strategies of referral portal 
• Regain trust amongst workforce partners 
• Examine potential gains combining Title I and Title III together under one agency to help streamline job and training services  
• Allocate state funds for regional outreach programs 
• Focus on career readiness, soft skills, and support for both trade and degree programs 
• Standardize One-Stop customer data collection methods 
• Streamline One-Stop resource room technology management 
• Expand regional partnerships  

Recommendations for Implementation 2022 to 2025 
• Establish centralized decision-making authority over workforce system 
• Address the need for critical wraparound services 
• Provide dedicated funding for business services  
• Reduce workforce system barriers and increase equity, diversity, and collaboration opportunities  

Recommendations for Implementation 2026 and beyond 
• Expand opportunities for effective regional services delivery 
• Ensure Workforce Data Trust integration with all workforce partners 
• Create greater alignment of policies with local labor markets 
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INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND The Office of the Governor’s Chief Workforce Development Advisor, now Secretariat of Labor, requested the Performance Management Group (PMG) of the L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs at Virginia Commonwealth University evaluate Virginia’s Workforce Development System. The evaluation included statewide and regional aspects of the workforce system and will serve as a bridge to the incoming administration in 2022.  The evaluation used the goals included in the Virginia Combined State Plan (CSP) and the goals included in the Virginia Board of Workforce Development (VBWD) strategic plan as benchmarks. These goals include: 
• Helping individuals gain access to jobs that pay family-sustaining wages and providing equitable and universal service delivery  
• Identifying strategies to fill jobs in high-demand occupations that are strategic to Virginia’s economy and strengthen Virginia’s regions  
• Developing a workforce with the skills, competencies, and credentials that meets the current and anticipated business needs of Virginia  
• Strengthening outreach and recruitment efforts to promote workforce services and stimulate career awareness  
• Reducing workforce system barriers and increasing equity through collaboration and innovative solutions  Areas of focus included: 
• State Oversight Analysis  
• Peer State Analysis 
• Regional Business and Operations Analysis  
• Regional Leadership and Governance Analysis  
• Visitor Experience Analysis   

WORKFORCE OVERVIEW 

WORKFORCE INNOVATION AND OPPORTUNITY ACT As the first legislative reform of the public workforce system in 15 years, the federal Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) was designed to help job seekers access employment, education, training, and support services to succeed in the labor market and to match employers with the skilled workers they need to compete in the global economy. WIOA superseded the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA). WIOA is defined by the following four major Titles: 
• Title I: Workforce Development Activities including  

o Adult Employment Services (18 years or older) 
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o Dislocated Workers Employment Services (18 years or older) 
o Youth Employment Services (between 14 and 24 years old) 

• Title II: Adult Education and Family Literacy 
• Title III: Wagner-Peyser Employment Services 
• Title IV: Vocational Rehabilitation One additional title, Title V, specifies provisions for the administration of WIOA including the transition from WIA to WIOA and is outside the scope of this assessment. WIOA specifies requirements1 for a State Workforce Development Board (WDB) whose members are appointed by the governor of each state and duties include convening state, regional, and local workforce system and partners to 
• Enhance the capacity and performance of the workforce development system; 
• Align and improve the outcomes and effectiveness of Federally-funded and other workforce programs and investments; and 
• Through these efforts, promote economic growth. 
• Engage public workforce system representatives, including businesses, education providers, economic development, labor representatives, and other stakeholders to help the workforce development system achieve the purpose of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA); and 
• Assist to achieve the State's strategic and operational vision and goals as outlined in the State Plan. WIOA requires a nationwide system of One-Stop centers, also referred to as American Job Centers (AJCs), that provide employment services including the coordination of the delivery of work-related training and education. “WIOA reinforces the partnerships and strategies necessary for One-Stops to provide job seekers and workers with the high-quality career services, education and training, and supportive services they need to get good jobs and stay employed, and to help businesses find skilled workers and access other supports, including education and training for their current workforce.”2 Within the WIOA regulation are the specifications of the structure, required membership and operations of the Local Workforce Development Boards (LWDBs) whose members are appointed by the chief local elected officials (CLEOs). These are also referred to as Regional Boards. The functions3 executed by the local board include: 
• development of a local plan for workforce investment activities; 
• analysis of regional labor market conditions, including needed knowledge and skills for the regional economy; 
• engagement of regional employers to promote business participation on the WDB and to coordinate workforce activities with needs of employers; 
• development and implementation of career pathways;  1 20 CFR § 679.100 https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CFR-2018-title20-vol4/xml/CFR-2018-title20-vol4-part679.xml#seqnum679.100 2 The National Indian and Native American Employment and Training Conference https://www.ninaetc.net/WIOA_OneStop_FactSheet.pdf 3 Congressional Research Service https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/R44252.pdf 
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• identification and promotion of proven and promising workforce development strategies; 
• development of strategies to use technology to increase accessibility and effectiveness of the local workforce system; 
• oversight of all programs for youth, adult, and dislocated workers; 
• negotiation of local performance measures with the governor; 
• selection of One-Stop operators and eligible providers of training; 
• coordination of WIOA workforce development activities with local education providers; 
• development of a budget and administration of funding to service providers; 
• assistance in development of a statewide employment statistics system; and assessment of accessibility for disabled individuals at all local One-Stop centers As of April 2021, the United States Congress is considering the reauthorization of WIOA4, which could include significant changes to the current law.  The picture below represents the components of workforce development including high level data flows. In the diagram, “Workforce Boards” refers to regional boards as opposed to the state boards such as the VBWD.  

 
Figure 1 Source: “A Changing Workforce Development Landscape”, NASWA, June 2018  4 On April 21, 2021, Education and Labor Committee Chairman Robert C. “Bobby” Scott (D-VA) and Republican Leader Virginia Foxx (R-NC) released a statement announcing the start of a bipartisan effort to reauthorize the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA). 
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VIRGINIA WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM STRUCTURE Under the Governor’s authority, the state workforce development system structure is led by the Secretary of Labor and the Virginia Board of Workforce Development (VBWD). The VBWD is a policy board advising the Governor and the Secretary of Labor on workforce development needs in the Commonwealth. In July 2021, the position of Secretary of Labor was established replacing the cabinet-level position of Chief Workforce Development Advisor. The agencies under the authority of the Secretary of Labor are the Department of Labor and Industry (DOLI), the Department of Professional and Occupational Regulation (DPOR), and the Virginia Employment Commission (VEC). The three departments currently reporting to the Secretary of Labor previously reported to the Secretary of Commerce and Trade. Other secretaries with authority over aspects of the Commonwealth’s workforce system include:  
• Secretary of Commerce and Trade 
• Secretary of Education 
• Secretary of Health and Human Resources 
• Secretary of Public Safety and Homeland Security 
• Secretary of Veterans and Defense Affairs The table below shows the Secretariats and related agencies administering workforce programs statewide. 

Secretary of 
Labor 

Secretary of 
Commerce and 

Trade 

Secretary of 
Education 

Secretary of 
Health and 

Human 
Resources 

Secretary of 
Public Safety 

and Homeland 
Security 

Secretary of 
Veterans and 

Defense Affairs Virginia Department of Labor and Industry 
Virginia Economic Development Partnership 

Virginia Department of Education Virginia Department of Aging and Rehabilitative Services 
Virginia Department of Corrections Virginia Department of Veterans Services 

Virginia Department of Professional and Occupational Regulation 
Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development 

Virginia Community College System Virginia Department of Blind and Vision Impaired 
 

Virginia Employment Commission Virginia Tobacco Region Revitalization Commission 
State Council of Higher Education for Virginia 

Virginia Department of Social Services  
Table 1 Virginia Secretariats and Departments with Workforce Responsibilities At least one representative from each Secretariat holds a position on the VBWD and through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), state workforce program staff provide support to the Board to advance its strategic goals. The responsibilities for administering programs under WIOA are distributed between the Virginia Secretariats of Labor, Education, and Health and Human Resources as shown in the following table.   
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Title I 
Adult, Dislocated 

Worker, Youth 

Title II
Adult Education and 

Family Literacy 

Title III 
Wagner-Peyser 

Title IV 
Vocational Rehabilitation Virginia Community College System (VCCS) Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) Virginia Employment Commission (VEC) Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services (DARS)   Virginia Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired (DBVI) 

Table 2 WIOA Titles and Virginia Department Operationalization The five departments that operationalize the four WIOA titles work closely with other state partners to effectively deliver workforce services, including the Virginia Department of Social Services, Virginia Department of Veterans Services, and the Virginia Economic Development Partnership. Additional state and regional partners include, but are not limited to: 
• K-12 schools • Post-secondary institutions 
• Virginia businesses • Department of Juvenile Justice 
• Trade associations • State and regional chambers of commerce 
• Food banks, housing assistance organizations, childcare services, and other support service organizations • Regional economic development organizations  The following table is an attempt to show the complexity and interrelationships of the state-level workforce components in Virginia. The information presented is this table was provided by the state agencies and is not intended to be a definitive list of partners.  

Workforce Agency/Program Partners 

Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services 

Community Service Boards DisAbility Law Center of Virginia Department of Behavioral Health Developmental Disabilities Manufacturing Skills Institute Virginia Department of Corrections Probation and Parole Virginia Department of Education Virginia Ability Virginia Department of Juvenile Justice Virginia Community College System Virginia DOLI - Registered Apprenticeship Virginia Community Workforce Alliance Department of Medical Assistance Services Virginia Department of Economic Partnership Virginia Department of Social Services Virginia Employment Commission Virginia Department of Veterans Services Virginia Manufacturing Association Disability Advocacy Groups  Adult Education George Washington University 
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Workforce Agency/Program Partners 

Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired 

Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services Old Dominion Council for the Blind Virginia Department of Education The National Federation of the Blind of Virginia  Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Virginia Career Works Centers Virginia DOLI - Registered Apprenticeship Virginia Commonwealth University Virginia Department of Transportation Virginia Community College System DisAbility Law Center of Virginia Virginia Employment Commission Employment Service Organizations  
Department of Education – Adult Education 

Child Services Housing Assistance Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services Libraries Virginia Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired Virginia Community College System Virginia Department of Education Virginia Employment Commission Food Banks Virginia Literacy Foundation 
Department of Education - Career and Technical Education 

Virginia Literacy Foundation Virginia Department of Juvenile Justice Community Colleges Local School Divisions Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services Virginia Community College System Virginia Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired Virginia Employment Commission Virginia Department of Corrections  Department of Labor and Industry - Registered Apprenticeship 
Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services Virginia Department of Economic Partnership Virginia Department of Corrections Work Based Learning programs Virginia Department of Education  Department of Social Services - Refugee Social Services Employment Program Community Service Boards Virginia Career Works Centers Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services  Virginia Community College System Department of Social Services - Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program Community Service Boards Virginia Career Works Centers Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services  Virginia Community College System Virginia Community College System - Title I Administration Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services Virginia DOLI - Registered Apprenticeship Virginia Department of Education Virginia Board of Workforce Development Virginia Employment Commission - Jobs for Veterans State Grant Disabled Veteran Outreach Program American Job Centers  
Adult Education Private Training Vendors
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Workforce Agency/Program Partners 

Virginia Employment Commission – Trade Adjustment Assistance 
Community Colleges Virginia Commonwealth University Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services Virginia Community College System Virginia Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired Virginia Employment Commission Virginia Department of Education Virginia Employment Commission - Wagner Peyser 

Table 3 Virginia Workforce Partners 

 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE STATE AND THE REGIONAL WORKFORCE BOARDS The implementation of state workforce programs happens at the regional level. In Virginia, the Virginia Community College System (VCCS) oversees the administration of WIOA Title I workforce programs for the regions, including providing policies5 supporting the WIOA regulations. Workforce related programs outside of WIOA, e.g., Virginia Department of Social Services (DSS), require state and regional cooperation within the departments implementing the program. Regional staff collaborate with State WIOA staff to implement all workforce programming at regional job centers. There are currently 14 workforce regions with the recent merger between the Hampton Roads and Greater Peninsula regions that occurred on July 1, 2021. The regions are shown below: 

 5 VBWD Policy Library https://virginiacareerworks.com/practitioners-corner/#policies 
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Figure 2 Virginia Workforce Regions  
SERVICES PROVIDED TO REGIONS, INCLUDING FUNDING DISTRIBUTION The State provides overall administration services to the regions to ensure compliance with federal laws and regulations, as well as Virginia laws. Administration services under WIOA Title I include program support, grants administration, compliance monitoring, performance reporting, and operation of the Virginia Career Works portal. State-level workforce staff aim to maximize federal resources, oversee workforce services overall, and maintain state-wide partnerships. The Commonwealth receives federal funding for the implementation of workforce programs, including those under WIOA. Federal guidelines provide instructions for the allocation of annual federal funding from the states to their regions. The funding formula for WIOA programs includes population characteristics and unemployment rates. Governors have the authority to retain 15 percent of each WIOA funding pool for statewide activities for the whole workforce system. Additionally, the VBWD has a funding allocation policy.  
 

REGIONAL ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE AND SERVICES Within each region, a director is responsible for executing the policies and procedures set forth by the Local Workforce Development Board (LWDB) as well as in assisting the state board in the development of its strategic plan, board initiatives, other duties as assigned, etc. The list of directors providing input into this assessment is in Appendix 1: Names of Workforce Partners Interviewed. Per the Virginia Board of Workforce Development, Program and Services Policy 403-01, “WIOA mandates that LWDBs develop strategies to establish and sustain lasting partnerships for the delivery of business services that will last beyond changes in One-Stop operators or career services providers. Local areas must establish and develop relationships and networks with employers and 
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their intermediaries; convene or implement industry or sector partnerships; and may also provide other business services and strategies that meet the workforce development needs of their area employers in accordance with partner programs’ statutory requirements.”6 In Virginia, often LWDB board members also often serve as business development representatives for the region.  Within each region are comprehensive and affiliate One-Stop centers. Per the WIOA regulation section 34 CFR § 361.305, “A comprehensive One-Stop center is a physical location where job seeker and employer customers can access the programs, services, and activities of all required One-Stop partners. A comprehensive One-Stop center must have at least one title I staff person physically present.” An affiliate center is defined in the WIOA regulation 20 CFR § 678.310 as “a site that makes available to job seekers and employer customers one or more of the One-Stop partners' programs, services, and activities. An affiliate center does not need to provide access to every required One-Stop partner program.” Management of the One-Stop centers is via a “One-Stop Operator” whose duties7 include, but are not limited to  
• Managing daily operations in coordination with WIOA fiscal agent for the lease, utilities, and other activities to support the center 
• Managing partner responsibilities defined in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) among partners 
• Managing hours of operation 
• Managing services for individuals and businesses 
• Ensure basic services are available (orientations, labor market information, resource room) 
• Implementing of Local Workforce Development Board Policy 
• Adhering to all federal and state regulations and policies 
• Reporting to Local Workforce Development Board on operations, performance, and continuous improvement recommendations The WIOA regulation places limits on the One-Stop operators including, “a One-Stop operator may not perform the following functions: Convene system stakeholders to assist in the development of the local plan; prepare and submit local plans (as required under sec. 107 of WIOA); be responsible for oversight of itself; manage or significantly participate in the competitive selection process for One-Stop operators; select or terminate One-Stop operators, career services, and youth providers; negotiate local performance accountability measures; or develop and submit budget for activities of the Local WDB in the local area,” 20 CFR § 678.620. Virginia policy 300-04 specifies “Any number of entities may serve as a One-Stop operator. These include: an institution of higher education, a state agency that administers the Wagner-Peyser employment services program or any state agency, a community-based organization, a private for-profit organization, any other organization with demonstrated ability to operate a One-Stop center, and a consortium of entities that includes at least three WIOA partner programs. There may be multiple One-Stop operators in a local workforce development area.”8 Local boards may apply for a waiver to be a One-Stop operator in the event of extenuating circumstances and several Virginia LWDBs have been granted waivers to act as the  6 https://virginiacareerworks.com/wp-content/uploads/VBWD-Policy-403-01-Business-Services-Requirements-Change-1.pdf 7 https://www.edsisolutions.com/blog/the-role-of-a-one-stop-operator-in-wioa-legislation 8 https://virginiacareerworks.com/wp-content/uploads/Policy-300-04-One-Stop-Competitive-Procurement-Final12-16Signed.pdf 
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One-Stop operator for the region.   
COMMUNICATION BETWEEN STATE AND REGIONS Staff at the state and regional levels communicate regularly for the successful implementation of workforce programs. Regional executive directors submit questions and comments to the State on an as-needed basis. The Secretary of Labor holds a bi-weekly meeting with the regional directors to discuss operations at the regional job centers. State Title I Administration meets with each regional director quarterly to review performance reports and track compliance.  
STATE EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS OF REGIONS State Title I Administration reviews each region’s compliance with federal and state law and policy, programmatic implementation, and other areas of workforce implementation. Annual performance reviews are completed at the end of each program year, which run July 1 through June 30. Program reviews include enrollment, expenditures, and compliance with federal metrics which include employment rates, median earnings, credential attainment, and measurable skills gains. 
 

ASSESSMENT PROCESS PMG reviewed the Virginia Workforce System at the state level through the following topic areas: 
• System structure 
• Partnerships 
• Relationship between the state and regional workforce systems 
• Previous workforce system evaluation reports 
• Program data 

 
STATE WORKFORCE AGENCIES AND PARTNERS The following table below shows all the state agencies and workforce partners9 interviewed as part of this assessment.    

 9 For a list of names of workforce partners included in this assessment see Appendix 1: Names of Workforce Partners Interviewed. 
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Workforce Administration State Agencies Other Partners Secretary of Labor  Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services (DARS) Regional and Local Economic Development Partners Deputy Secretary of Labor Virginia Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired (DBVI) Geographics Solutions (VOS Vendor) Regional Board Chairs Virginia Department of Labor and Industry (DOLI) Chief Local Elected Officials Regional Directors Virginia Department of Social Services (DSS) Peer States: Alabama, California, Colorado, Indiana,  North Carolina, Washington American Job Centers (AJC) / One-Stop Staff Virginia Community College System (VCCS) National Association of Workforce Development Professionals  Virginia Economic Development Partnership (VEDP) Virginia Department of Deaf and Hard of Hearing  Virginia Employment Commission (VEC) Network2Work10  Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC)   Virginia Department of Education (VDOE)  
Table 4 Assessment Participant List In addition to interviews, PMG requested data from the state-level programs for the past three program years. Given the challenges related to the pandemic, it was not possible to interview One-Stop customers to obtain the “voice of the customer” input for the assessment.  Other individuals and organizations with experience in workforce development in Virginia were also interviewed including: 

• Joint Legislative Audit & Review Commission (JLARC) 
• Former Secretaries of Commerce and Trade  
• Bill Leighty, Former Chief of Staff to Governors Mark Warner and Tim Kaine Regardless of whether the information was collected via interviews or surveys, the participants understood responses would not be attributed to individuals but used in aggregate to identify themes and opportunities for improving the Virginia workforce system.  

 

PEER STATES Peer states facing similar workforce challenges offer ideas and approaches that may be relevant to Virginia. The six peer states in this analysis reflected different workforce system structures and  10 In October 2020, Governor Northam announced Virginia will invest $1.7 million over the next two years to expand the innovative Network2Work program to connect job seekers with local job networks and support services in the Shenandoah Valley, Hampton Roads, and Greater Richmond regions. https://www.governor.virginia.gov/newsroom/all-releases/2020/october/headline-860718-en.html 
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strategies and have taken different approaches to respond to the pandemic, advance diversity, equity, and inclusion, and prepare for the future of work. The states and related agency or department included in this analysis are: 
Peer State Interview 
Alabama State of Alabama’s Governor’s Office of Education and Workforce Transformation
California California Workforce Development Board
Colorado Colorado Department of Labor and Employment
Indiana State of Indiana’s Governor's Workforce Cabinet
North Carolina Office of North Carolina Governor Roy Cooper
Washington Washington Training and Education Coordinating Board

Table 5 Peer States Agencies Interviewed  
REGIONAL AND LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REPRESENTATIVES  Given the importance of ensuring the workforce is prepared to support new and expanding businesses in the regions, a survey was sent to individuals who are either regional or local economic development representatives. The survey aimed to gather information to understand and identify any workforce system barriers, needs, and opportunities throughout the workforce development system in Virginia. A focus of the evaluation was to gain understanding of the level of coordination and support between the state and local workforce development boards and the job centers with both the regional and local economic development organizations.   
STATE OVERSIGHT  All the mandated WIOA partners were interviewed by PMG as well as other partners involved in providing workforce services to Virginia residents and businesses.   
REGIONAL LEADERSHIP AND GOVERNANCE PMG conducted interviews with all the workforce regional directors with the exception of the Crater Region, as it is in a period of leadership transition. Across the directors, there is a variety of experience with Virginia’s workforce systems (ranging from being in the role for a few months to several decades), approaches to the role, broad systemic challenges, and degree of satisfaction with the current workforce system.  It should be noted every director interviewed was generous with his or her time, interested in contributing to the study, and eager to talk about the topics they found most important. Every director was engaged and enthusiastic. Each was interested in identifying and sharing potential systemic improvements to the current system with a goal of better serving the workforce program and customers.  All the regional directors are dues-paying members of The Virginia Association of Workforce Directors, a registered 501c3 organization, and meet regularly. Several of the members of the group 
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are active on a weekly, if not daily basis, and they meet both in-person and through virtual platforms with great regularity, e.g., a “question of the day” email thread. Nearly every single director indicated their peers were the most important resource for them in accomplishing their work.  PMG attempted to schedule interviews with all the regional board chairs in order to gain their insight into workforce development from their perspective. Only 50 percent of the board chairs positively responded to requests for interviews with several others deferring to the regional directors.  The board chairs who participated in interviews were from the following regions: 
• Piedmont • Alexandria/Arlington 
• Hampton Roads • Central VA 
• West Piedmont • Shenandoah  Based upon the interviews, it was observed the more engaged chairs understood the long-term workforce goals in their region, their partner’s needs, and the needs of their community while some chairs felt their role was specific to the operations of the Boards and could not provide details beyond that capacity. The latter approach may explain the limited participation of some of the board chairs.  

COMPLEXITY OF WORKFORCE SYSTEM A pictorial representation of the components of the regional workforce system in Virginia was developed primarily through a combination of publicly available information as well as information collected through interviews and the on-site visits to the regions. The goal was to show the complexity of the environment and highlight commonalities, such as systems like Unite US being used in several regions. Partnering with local libraries is a way to increase access to workforce services and the program with the Blue Ridge/Western Virginia region working with local libraries is highlighted in the diagram. 
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Figure 3 Virginia Workforce Regions and Partners 
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VISITOR EXPERIENCE  On-site11 visits to all the comprehensive job centers in Virginia were conducted as part of this assessment. Visits to affiliate centers were initially considered but given the number of centers it would not have been practical to visit all of them. Making assessment recommendations after visiting a subset of the affiliate centers was not appropriate as they may not be applicable to the other centers.  Some of the responses provided by the participants triggered additional research opportunities and where possible, those were explored. It should be noted almost every person interviewed as part of this assessment expressed enthusiasm to be a part of this assessment and their level of engagement and commitment to providing high-quality support to workforce customers was clearly evident. 
 

KEY FINDINGS 

PEER STATE ANALYSIS There is significant variation of workforce system structures and approaches across states. Yet states face similar challenges, including alignment of workforce issues across state agencies, coordination with local and regional boards, effective data collection, sharing and evaluation, and addressing equity. As Virginia evaluates its workforce system, there is an opportunity to learn from the innovations and approaches of other states, and to consider if approaches from peer states may be relevant to Virginia.  This peer state analysis includes six states selected for geographic, political, and systemic diversity -- Alabama, California, Colorado, Indiana, North Carolina, and Washington. Regionally, the six states represent the east and west coasts, the mountain west, the midwest, and the south.  In 2021, Democratic governors held office in four of the states (California, Colorado, North Carolina, and Washington) and Republican governors led the other two states (Alabama and Indiana). Variation in the workforce systems will be presented in greater detail in the following section of the report and includes different structures and relationships to governor’s offices, additional responsibilities managed by state workforce boards, and distinct guiding principles driving state workforce efforts.  To gain insight into the peer states, interviews were conducted with leaders within the state workforce boards, within governor’s offices, and within the peer states Departments of Labor, along with reviews of publicly available state data and reports. 
   

 11 See Appendix 2: Comprehensive American Job Center On-site Assessment for the timeline of the visits. 
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WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM STRUCTURE Across the six peer states there are similarities and differences in how the workforce development systems are structured. The role of the governor is prominent in each state, with some variations on how the state workforce board is utilized beyond its statutory role under WIOA.  There are more similarities than differences in which agencies administer Titles I, II, III and IV under WIOA as shown in Table 6. In the peer states, as in Virginia, workforce area boundaries are based largely on historical precedent with variations on regional planning. Coordination with education, particularly with postsecondary education, is a critical component of the workforce system in each state and is significant in the strategies and innovations being planned and implemented. The peer states’ workforce system depends on timely and accurate data to inform the evaluation of their systems and the policies, strategies and innovations that will help shape the future of work in each state.   The highlighted agencies in the following table indicate states where the Title I and Title III programs are administered under the same agency unlike Virginia.   
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Peer State Agencies Administering WIOA Titles12 

Alabama 

Title I Department of Commerce, Workforce Development Division 
Title II Department of Postsecondary Education 

Title III Department of Labor, Employment Services Division 
Title IV Department of Vocational Rehabilitation  

 

California 

Title I Employment Development Department 
Title II Department of Education 

Title III Employment Development Department 
Title IV Department of Rehabilitation 

 

Colorado 

Title I Department of Labor and Employment 
Title II Department of Education 

Title III Department of Labor and Employment 
Title IV Department of Labor and Employment 

 

Indiana 

Title I Department of Workforce Development 

Title II Department of Workforce Development/Community Education Partners 
Title III Department of Workforce Development 
Title IV Family and Social Services Administration 

 

North Carolina 

Title I Department of Commerce Division of Workforce Solution 
Title II North Carolina Community College System 

Title III Department of Commerce Division of Workforce Solution 
Title IV Department of Health and Human Services 

 

Washington 

Title I Employment Security Department 
Title II State Board of Community and Technical Colleges 

Title III Employment Security Department 

Title IV Department of Social and Health Services, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, and Department of Services for the Blind 
 

Virginia 

Title I Virginia Community College System 
Title II Virginia Department of Education 

Title III Virginia Employment Commission 
Title IV Virginia Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired and Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services  

Table 6 Overview of Administering Agencies for WIOA Core Programs 

 
TITLE I AND TITLE III ADMINISTRATION A further review found the majority of states, 42 out of 50, or 84 percent, administer both Title I and Title III programs under a single agency. In 2008, through Executive Order 6113 by then Governor Kaine, Title I and Title III were split with Title I Administration moving to VCCS and Title  12 2021 State of the Workforce Report: Responding to the Pandemic. National Association of State Workforce Agencies. February 2021. https://www.naswa.org/system/files/2021-03/2021-state-of-the-workforce-reportweb3-9-21.pdf  13 See Appendix 6: Selected Excepts from Governor Kaine’s Executive Order 61 
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III remaining with VEC. Besides Virginia and peer state Alabama listed above, the table below shows where the other 7 states administer the programs.  
State Title I Agency(s) Title III Agency
Georgia Technical College System of Georgia Georgia Department of Labor 
Illinois Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity Illinois Department of Employment Security 
New 
Hampshire 

Division of Economic Development, Office of Workforce Opportunity, Department of Business and Economic Affairs 
Department of Employment Security 

Oklahoma Oklahoma Office of Workforce Development Oklahoma Employment Security Commission 
Oregon 

Higher Education Coordinating Commission’s Office of Workforce Investment Oregon Employment Department
Vermont Vermont Agency of Education Vermont Department of Labor 

Table 7 States administering Titles I and III in Different Agencies 

STATE WORKFORCE BOARDS  State workforce boards are tasked with creating multi-year state workforce plans, reviewing existing workforce policies, developing and improving state workforce activities and programs, communicating state workforce needs, and preparing annual reports on performance measures to the U.S. Department of Labor. State workforce boards take different approaches to carrying out these responsibilities and have also taken on additional responsibilities to help advance the workforce goals within their state.14 Per WIOA regulations, state workforce board members and the board chair are appointed by the governor. 
 

RELATIONSHIP WITH THE GOVERNOR’S OFFICE  Engagement and investment by the governor are critical to advancing and prioritizing workforce issues within a state. To increase focus and coordination around workforce issues, some governors established small workforce offices within the office of the governor, while others have established specific initiatives and cabinet-level working groups.   The Indiana Governor’s Workforce Cabinet was created through legislation in 2018 as part of an overhaul of the state’s workforce system to increase coordination across workforce, education, social services, and other relevant agencies.15 The Cabinet has broad authority to wield, if needed, to change programs and increase coordination across state agencies, though it has not needed to utilize this authority to date. Currently the Cabinet is chaired by the Commissioner for Indiana's Commission for Higher Education to encourage greater postsecondary alignment. This leadership 
 14 Nexight Group https://www.nexightgroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/GuidetotheAmericanWorkforceSystem.pdf 15 State of Indiana https://www.in.gov/gwc/ 
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approach required an exemption from the U.S. Department of Labor to have a non-business representative serve as chairperson.16  Governors also established specific workforce efforts through executive actions and initiatives, rather than through legislation. In Alabama, Governor Ivey established the Office of Education and Workforce Transformation, a policy office housed within the Governor’s office to coordinate the activity of 24 agencies to achieve their credential attainment and labor market participation goals.17 In Colorado, Governor Polis created new offices and initiatives to help promote and execute on the state’s workforce goals. The Colorado Department of Labor and Employment (CDLE) houses the Office of the Future of Work created by Executive Order by Governor Polis in 2019 and the New Americans Initiative announced in 2019. CDLE also houses the Office of Just Transition which was created by legislation in 2019.18 Colorado also organized a cabinet-level working group with the Department of Labor and Employment, the Department of Education, the Department of Higher Education, and the Department of Human Services to coordinate activities to meet workforce and talent needs. 
 

REGIONAL COORDINATION To implement statewide workforce policies, state boards work closely with the governor-designated workforce regions, which plan and coordinate the activities of local workforce development boards. In alignment with state workforce plans, local strategic plans are developed at the regional level based on regional workforce and economic conditions. This regional approach is especially important in large states and those states with regional economic disparities. For example, Washington State noted the divergence in the economic performance of the Seattle region compared to other regions of the state, particularly rural regions, which shapes both state and regional workforce approaches. Some states noted that they recently adjusted their workforce regions, while others could see benefit to updating regions or local board areas to better align with designated economic regions.  A regional approach to workforce development is essential in such a large state as California and with significant diversity across regions. California operates 45 local workforce boards and 15 Regional Planning Units (RPU). The California Workforce Development Board is responsible for identifying planning regions on behalf of the governor. The Workforce Board recently worked with the state’s Employment Development Department’s labor market division to revise the methodology used to designate regions, largely based on economic factors such as industry concentrations and commute patterns.19 This approach seeks to create greater alignment of policy with local labor markets, while taking political jurisdictions, existing local board boundaries, and other workforce boundaries like community college regions into account as well. As such, the resulting 15 RPUs do not fully align with the eight economic markets and 19 economic submarkets identified by the analysis.    16 20 CFR § 679.110 https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/20/679.110 17 State of Alabama https://governor.alabama.gov/newsroom/2019/07/governor-ivey-moves-alabamas-workforce-development-efforts-forward/ 18 State of Colorado https://cdle.colorado.gov/future-of-work,  https://cdle.colorado.gov/offices/new-americans-initiative, https://cdle.colorado.gov/the-office-of-just-transition 19 State of California https://www.edd.ca.gov/Jobs_and_Training/pubs/wsd20-01.pdf 
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Alabama increased its Local Workforce Development Areas (LWDA) from three to seven in 2017 to better serve the communities in the areas.20 The seven Local Workforce Development Areas were matched to the state’s seven Regional Workforce Councils which include at least one metropolitan area and one four-year college or university.   North Carolina has 23 Local Workforce Boards whose boundaries largely reflect historical precedent rather than an empirical process. A 2012 report of the North Carolina General Assembly’s Program Evaluation Divisions found, “North Carolina’s local workforce development areas are not strategically aligned with economic development activities in the State and their structure compromises effectiveness.”21 There has been consideration of realigning the local board boundaries to other divisions of the state, such as the eight economic NC Prosperity Zones created by the state legislature in 2014.22 However, changing the existing Local Workforce Board boundaries would likely require significant political capital from the Governor’s office and while there is acknowledgement the current system is not working well, the state has not pursued new boundaries to date.  In addition to evaluating and adjusting regional boundaries, states have also taken unique approaches to coordinating across regions. Colorado’s hub model evolved from the state’s two decades as a U.S. Department of Labor demonstration state which allowed Colorado to operate its WIOA Title I and III programs at the local level. The hub model gives local regions the ability to coordinate and operate as a unit on workforce issues, offering greater agility and flexibility in how funding is allocated and shared across regions.  
State 

Local Workforce 
Development Areas 

Workforce 
Development 

Planning Regions Population23 
Alabama 7 7 5,773,714 

California 45 15 39,538,223 
Colorado 10 3 5,024,279 

Indiana 12 12 6,785,528 
North Carolina 23 2324 10,439,388 

Washington 12 12 7,705,281 
Virginia 14 14 8,631,393

Table 8 Workforce Regions by Peer State   
EDUCATION COORDINATION Education and training are essential components of the workforce system. States have taken different approaches to coordination of workforce efforts with and across the education system, including K-12, postsecondary, career and technical education (CTE), and apprenticeships.  The Carl D. Perkins Act is the primary federal law focused on supporting CTE at both the secondary and postsecondary education level. States must designate an eligible agency to receive and  20 State of Alabama https://dhr.alabama.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/2020-Combined-Plan-for-WIOA-DRAFT.pdf 21 State of North Carolina https://www.ncleg.gov/PED/Reports/documents/Workforce/WFD_Report.pdf 22 State of North Carolina https://www.nccommerce.com/about-us/nc-prosperity-zones 
23 2020 Census https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/04/2020-census-data-release.html 24 Includes 8 state-designated Prosperity Zones 
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administer Perkins funds; in most states, the state board of education serves in this role.25 The Washington Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board is statutorily designated to serve as the state’s Board of Vocational Education to oversee federal funding through the Perkins Act, and to develop policies to address how CTE is delivered across the state.26 When the Workforce Board was created in 1991, CTE was brought under the Board to allow for greater coordination of workforce issues through a single entity. In 2018, Indiana established a CTE Action Team composed of multiple agency leaders, postsecondary representatives, and industry representatives to create a comprehensive review of the state’s entire CTE system.27 The Indiana Governor’s Workforce Cabinet assumed responsibility for Perkins and CTE in 2019; previously the Indiana State Board of Education had that authority.   Peer states noted the essential role of community colleges in their workforce system and highlighted methods of collaboration with the community college system at both the state and local level such as:   
• State Level: Cross-agency working groups and engagement in workforce boards 
• Local Level: Board representation, partnerships, and referrals.  Among peer states, Indiana is unique in that it operates a statewide community college system, Ivy Tech, which facilitates coordination between the system and state workforce efforts.  Several of the peer states offer free community college tuition to expand opportunities to obtain post-secondary credentials, particularly for non-traditional and low-income students. Each state has a unique approach. The California Promise program is unique in that it is a "first dollar in'' program, which means tuition is waived for eligible students regardless of other funding or grants for which they are eligible. Any state resident student attending or planning to attend a two-year or four-year college may apply. Applicants must be or plan to be a full-time student.  The Indiana program is unique in that it offers up to four years of tuition to state residents who commit to the program in the 7th or 8th grade and maintain a high school GPA of at least 2.5. Eligibility is also based on income thresholds. Washington State offers two free community college initiatives, the College Bound Scholarship program, and the Seattle Promise scholarship. Both are "last dollar" programs, which means they cover remaining costs other funding or grants don't and can include tuition, some fees, and books. Eligibility for the College Bound Scholarship program is open to 7th and 8th graders who meet FAFSA income eligibility criteria. The Seattle Promise program is open to graduates of local public schools to apply for scholarships that cover remaining tuition for up to two years at any public college in Seattle. Other costs beyond tuition like books, meals, and room and board can be covered for low-income students through the Seattle Promise Equity Scholarship.28 The education system is also a key partner in sectoral strategies and in assessing and meeting talent needs within a state. California’s High Road Training Partnerships represent intensive partnerships with industry to implement regional skills strategies, including upskill and backfill efforts, while “simultaneously address[ing] urgent questions of income inequality, economic competitiveness,  25 Congressional Research Service https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R45446 26 State of Washington https://www.wtb.wa.gov/about-us/carl-perkins-cte/ 27 State of Indiana https://www.in.gov/gwc/cte/files/Perkins-V-Program-Requirements_FY-2020-2023.pdf 28 The College Post https://thecollegepost.com/free-community-college-states/ 
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and climate change.”29 Partnerships take a sectoral approach, engaging multiple companies within an industry, as well as workers and representatives from unions. Employers commit to supporting quality jobs that “provide the pay, benefits, physical safety, stable schedule, and career pathways that result in economic mobility.”30 This program initially started in 2017 with roughly $10 million in WIOA discretionary funding and has grown exponentially to represent $100 to $150 million in funding per year. California currently has 22 high road partnerships with industries creating resilience for those sectors. Coordination can also take the form of information gathering and sharing. The Colorado Talent Pipeline Report has been released by the Colorado Workforce Development Council annually for the past seven years in partnership with the Department of Higher Education, the Department of Education, the Department of Labor and Employment, and the Office of Economic Development and International Trade.31 The report identifies areas of growing demand and opportunity, key features of the current labor force, and investment strategies and policy recommendations for workforce and education. The report is supported by the Office of State Planning and Budgeting and the State Demography Office at the Department of Local Affairs, along with other partners.  
STRATEGY AND INNOVATION  State workforce boards, governors’ offices, and agency leaders take a variety of approaches to develop and implement innovative statewide workforce strategies. Funding incentives are among the tools available to state leaders to encourage partners to adopt and pursue new and innovative strategies. The California Workforce Accelerator Fund provides workforce grants to test innovative approaches, particularly to break down barriers to employment.32 Grants ranging from roughly $100,000 to $500,000 are coupled with a focus on policy and evaluation, with the goal of scaling effective solutions. Given the emphasis on innovation, grants are made with the expectation some programmatic efforts will not be effective, though can still present an opportunity to learn more about strategies to accelerate skill development, employment, and reemployment.  Philanthropic partners have also helped support the strategic workforce goals of peer states. Launched in 2015 in partnership with the Markle Foundation, Colorado’s Skillful initiative focused on creating a more skills-based labor market. Skillful brings together “investment, training, tools and innovative methods to augment local workforce development efforts,” including initiatives like the Governors Coaching Corps which provides training and resources to career coaches.33 In 2018, a second Skillful state initiative was launched in Indiana. Proactive state workforce systems may be driven by unifying strategic goals or frameworks. California Workforce Development Board’s High Road Framework combines a focus on equity, jobs, and climate. The framework seeks to “simultaneously promote equity and mobility for workers, skills and competitiveness for high-road employers, and long-term environmental sustainability 

 29 State of California https://cwdb.ca.gov/initiatives/high-road-training-partnerships/ 30 State of California https://cwdb.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/43/2020/08/OneSheet_HRTP_ACCESSIBLE.pdf 31 State of Colorado https://cwdc.colorado.gov/resources/colorado-talent-pipeline-report 32 State of California https://cwdb.ca.gov/initiatives/workforce-accelerator-fund/ 33 https://www.skillful.com/ 
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and climate resilience for the state.”34 The High Road Training Partnership is a central part of this work.  Multiple peer states referenced the concept of self-sufficiency as a core component of their workforce strategy. As part of Washington State's collective impact work, they are working across agencies to move people towards true economic self-sufficiency. The State Workforce Development Board (SWDB) is focused on closing entrenched economic disparities across the state based on individual and population types, as well as across businesses and communities. They found metrics across service programs do not always connect. The SWDB is looking for measures of systemic impact and will start tracking population groups through their system; they are also developing a snapshot of the self-sufficiency gap as individuals enter and leave the system.  In 2020, Alabama launched the DAVID Benefits Calculator in partnership with the Atlanta Federal Reserve Bank.35 This “first-in-the-nation” tool is designed to help individuals visualize potential “benefits cliffs” from the loss of public assistance that may occur as a result of a new paid employment opportunity. The tool seeks to help individuals better understand which career paths can lead to self-sufficiency. Governor Ivey noted with the launch of DAVID, “We are the first state to take a benefits cliff calculator and merge it with a workforce development career path planner.”36 Two-generation (“2Gen”) approaches provide an additional anti-poverty perspective. These approaches coordinate policy and programs for parents and children to create multi-generational paths to self-sufficiency. Colorado implemented a multi-year cross-agency initiative led by the Colorado Department of Human Services (CDHS) in partnership with CDLE and other state agencies as its approach to all the services it offers to help families escape the cycle of poverty. Colorado’s 2Gen efforts included the 2Go community innovation pilot grant program in 2018 that awarded ten $100,000 grants to both rural and urban communities.37 Alabama has also started two-generation efforts with a focus on children from birth to age eight.  Career pathways also serve as an essential component of many state’s workforce strategies. In 2015, the NCWorks Commission approved NCWorks Certified Career Pathways criteria to establish the standards for the development of career pathways across the state.38 This certification ensures enrollees have access to the best education, training, and work-based learning opportunities as they pursue careers in high-demand occupations. Currently, Career Pathways are certified by local workforce development boards and may also be recognized by the NCWorks Commission.  Established in 2019, the Career Connect Washington system is a collaboration of business, labor, education, and community leaders focused on creating multiple career pathways to economic self-sufficiency for young people.39 Washington has set a goal that over the next 5 years, 750,000 new opportunities will be created. The work of Career Connect Washington is supported by a cross-agency work group, chaired by the Governor, to scale and expand career connected learning  34 State of California https://cwdb.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/43/2019/09/High-Road-ECJ-Brief_UPDATED-BRANDING.pdf 35 State of Alabama https://alabamaworks.com/david/ 36 Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta https://www.atlantafed.org/news/pressreleases/atlantafed/2020/10/21/tool--david-tool-launches-to-help-alabama-workers-achieve-self-sufficiency 37 State of Colorado https://cdhs.colorado.gov/2generation-opportunities-pilot-program 38 https://www.nccommerce.com/about-us/boards-commissions/ncworks-commission 39 https://careerconnectwa.org/ 
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opportunities.40 Similarly, Alabama Governor Ivey established the Committee on Credentialing and Career Pathways to develop in-demand jobs and career pathway tools that lead to jobs on the path to self-sufficiency.  Several states prioritized credential transparency efforts as part of their statewide workforce strategy. Alabama plans to launch a Talent Triad this year that will include an employer form that allows employers to list credentials they offer to workers. Second, the state is building their own credential registry based on their occupation ontology. The third component of the Triad is the Alabama College and Exploration Learning Record that will allow a single sign-on for students and job seekers, education and training providers, and employers to accurately connect talent and opportunity. Washington State is also working on understanding the role of credentials in the mobility of workers. The state has a number of efforts focused on credential pathways, including how to make credentials and credential decision-making data based and easier for workers and employers. Washington State workforce leaders see this as a bellwether issue for employers going forward as they move to using more skill-based credentials.  Many states noted the importance of the future of work to developing workforce policy, and some established efforts to analyze and develop policy recommendations to prepare for a changing future of work. In 2018, Washington State became the first state to create a “future of work employers work task force.41 The state legislature funded the Washington Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board to staff the task force. The task force released a report in 2019 with many of the group’s recommendations adopted by the state legislature.42 In 2019, Governor Polis established a Colorado Office of the Future of Work by executive order. The office, housed within CDLE, seeks to raise awareness around the future of work across Colorado and “to understand, prepare for, and develop effective policy and programmatic solutions to support Coloradans in today and tomorrow’s changing economy.”43  
EVALUATION OF PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS Timely and accurate data is critical to evaluation of state workforce programs and strategies. States conduct comprehensive, program-specific, and individual-level evaluations that inform future policies and allocation of funding.  The Washington State Net Impact Report is a comprehensive report conducted roughly every four years by the Washington State Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board.44 The Workforce Board recently expanded the use of automated analytical capabilities to make production of the report more affordable and in doing so, produce the report more frequently. California’s Workforce Development Board, in partnership with the California Employment Development Department, recently announced an assessment and evaluation of the America’s Job 

 40 https://secureservercdn.net/166.62.110.60/w9p.ea4.myftpupload.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/2020-Career-Connect-Washington-Progress-Report-to-Governor-Inslee-and-the-Legislature.pdf 41 State of Washington https://www.wtb.wa.gov/planning-programs/future-of-work/ 42 State of Washington https://www.wtb.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Future-of-Work-2019-Final-Report.pdf 43 State of Colorado https://cdle.colorado.gov/future-of-work 44 https://www.wtb.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Net-Impact-Study_FINAL.pdf 
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Center of California system.45 This assessment, supported by up to $750,000 in WIOA funds, will analyze models of service delivery, investment decisions and their impact on center operations, and the relationship between client outcomes and the mix of services provided. Findings of the assessment will be made public and are anticipated by April 2022.  In addition, several peer states invested in creating statewide workforce longitudinal data systems to connect data across state agencies. Alabama, California, and Indiana shared progress on their longitudinal statewide systems. Alabama reported its longitudinal data system was just coming online in the summer of 2021 and anticipates the system will help provide key insights on regional performance and inform the state’s work on credentials. California is currently working to create a CalSkills ‘data lake’46 to compile data across diverse funding streams including all WIOA titles, apprenticeships, and the Department of Corrections to understand the relative impact of workforce programs. Indiana has recently utilized the Indiana Management Performance Hub, which includes workforce, K-12, and higher education data, for an applied UI effort to better target resources to UI claimants, and to pair CTE and wage data.  Data collection often requires data sharing and evaluation across state agencies, which presents opportunities for coordination as well as potential barriers. For example, the Washington State Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board has responsibility for conducting performance accountability, which includes evaluating the Employment Security Department (ESD). The Workforce Board must negotiate with ESD for funding to evaluate ESD and the larger workforce system. Typically, to avoid creating tension for an evaluator, accountability is funded separately so an office is not subject to another agency or office it evaluates. The California Workforce Development Board relies on the Employment Development Department for a significant portion of the data the Workforce Board uses for reporting purposes and for communicating program impact. The Workforce Board is also increasing its data and evaluation capacity and noted an advantage of internal evaluation is the ability to sit with a program from start to the end to gain an understanding of how programs work both qualitatively and quantitatively, rather than conduct an evaluation at the completion of a program.  
 

PANDEMIC IMPACT AND CHANGES The pandemic and subsequent economic downturn have had a swift, dramatic, and continuing impact on workforce programs and strategy. Overall, peer states found responding to the pandemic required increased coordination across state agencies and across regions. While the pandemic and economic crisis led to many new workforce challenges, improved coordination stood out as a positive change resulting from the onset of the pandemic. While coordination remains essential, some states noted that operational overlap with state agencies providing benefits resulted in legislative challenges. Specifically, policymakers expressed concern about potential changes to the workforce system impacting benefit delivery during the economic downturn and recovery.  45 https://cwdb.ca.gov/initiatives/americas-job-centers-of-california-evaluation/ 46 The primary purpose of a data lake is to make organizational data from different sources accessible to various end-users like business analysts, data engineers, data scientists, product managers, executives, etc., to enable these personas to leverage insights in a cost-effective manner for improved business performance. (https://www.qubole.com/why-are-data-lakes-important-for-big-data) 
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American Job Centers Pandemic-related public health measures had a significant impact on the operations of in-person services, including those offered at American Job Centers. All of the states interviewed shifted to virtual service delivery with no or very limited in-person services in 2020. As of June 2021, states returned to offering in-person services though virtual services remained available. Peer states acknowledged they were continuing to consider and evaluate the long-term balance of hybrid in-person and virtual offerings; one state noted a region is considering remaining all virtual going forward. The current WIOA code would need to change to be able to go all virtual as it states a comprehensive center must be a “a physical location” and “must have at least one title I staff person physically present.” Overall, states indicated they found benefits to offering virtual services that can expand access and provide similar experiences to clients across regions. Some states highlighted efforts to rapidly develop digital infrastructure and noted successes with virtual career fairs (which required new or expanded technology contracts) and specific virtual initiatives designed for veterans to provide more individually tailored and timely services. A few states also expressed concern about the cost to operate brick and mortar AJC’s, including consideration and negotiation of long-term lease agreements. However, most states recognized barriers many customers face in accessing virtual services and felt in-person offerings would remain critical for some populations. 
Meeting People Where They Are For many state workforce leaders, the pandemic underscored the need to “meet people where they are” and address their needs in a holistic way. Many states noted the importance of human-centered design to service delivery. For example, Alabama’s “No Wrong Door” approach allows citizens to access the full variety of state and federally funded workforce development programs regardless of which agency they go to for help, whether via the AJCs, Department of Human Resources, community colleges, or community-based organizations. Through the Alabama Talent Development Capstone Course, 138 of Alabama’s public workforce system staff are equipped to legally register or pre-certify residents for workforce training and services in a variety of programs at a single location through a “no wrong door” integrated service delivery model. Two Talent Development Capstone modules have been provided as of July 2021, with a third planned for fall 2021.47 Launched in 2018, North Carolina’s Finish Line Grant program provides emergency financial support to community college students who are at least fifty percent of the way towards completion of a degree or credential.48 The state utilized federal WIOA funding to support the first iteration of this program. The grants cover expenses such as car repair, medical bills, utility bills, and childcare, and are intended to help students who might otherwise need to drop out. Community colleges must partner with a Workforce Development Board to apply for funds and devise a joint review process for applicants. As of January 2020, the program awarded $2.2 million dollars through over 3,300 grants, with all of the state’s community colleges and local workforce board’s participating.49 

 47 Alabama Political Reporter https://www.alreporter.com/2021/07/15/alabama-talent-development-capstone-course-completes-second-phase/ 48 State of North Carolina https://www.nccommerce.com/jobs-training/workforce-professionals-tools-resources/finish-line-grants 49 State of North Carolina https://www.nccommerce.com/news/press-releases/governor-cooper-announces-finish-line-grants-program-has-awarded-more-3000 
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Peer states also emphasized the importance of individualized career coaching to help support job seekers. Indiana set aside some of the state’s CARES Act funding to support career coaching, including helping to transition the Governor’s Coaching Corps program to a virtual format. In addition, the state partnered with the Ivy Tech Community College system to build out a rebranded career advising program, Career Coaching and Employer Connections, at all of their campuses in 2020. This effort had previously been piloted at 6 of their 43 locations.50 The program is also able to provide four months of coaching to those outside of the Ivy Tech system; Indiana started marketing this career advising program to unemployment insurance claimants to raise awareness of this coaching opportunity. 
Funding Initiatives Indiana expanded its Workforce Ready Grants program in 2020 to respond to the pandemic and economic downturn. These grants support no-cost training opportunities for individuals in designated in-demand fields.51 During the “rapid recovery period,” the state increased the funding available to individuals from $5,000 to $10,000. Employer Training Grants were expanded from a potential $50,000 reimbursement to $100,000.52 A specific portion of the funds available to employers, $5 million of a total $15 million, were made available specifically to women, veteran, and minority-owned businesses. Employer interest in the program increased significantly during the pandemic and recent evaluations have shown a roughly $6,800 wage gain in the worker-focused program and up to about a $6,000 wage gain in the employer program. Workforce has been prioritized by many states to receive funding made available by the federal CARES Act and American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA). Some states addressed urgent needs by putting additional federal funding towards unemployment insurance funds and by providing COVID-19 relief grants to businesses. States such as Colorado and California also allocated additional funding to WIOA programs and to specific training and reskilling initiatives including training focused on the healthcare workforce and California’s Community Economic Resilience Fund, which focuses on implementation of economic transition strategies addressing climate change.53 In Indiana, the state legislature allocated $75 million to create the Indiana Career Accelerator Fund focused on short-term training programs leading to credentials.54 Funding also supported workforce partnerships and collaboration. For example, in California, funding provided to the Institute of Museum and Library Services by the ARPA supported the state’s Library Workforce Partnership Initiative.55 The initiative, run by the California State Library, provides matching grants of $15,000 to encourage partnership between public libraries and local workforce development boards.  As previously noted, the shift to virtual services during the pandemic highlighted the necessity of digital access for students and job seekers. Several of the peer states noted the impact of uneven broadband coverage and dedicated both state and federal funding to broadband expansion. For example, Indiana devoted CARES Act funding to increase state matching funds for rural broadband expansion.  50 Ivy Tech Community College https://news.ivytech.edu/2020/01/16/new-ivy-tech-career-coaching-and-employer-engagement-initiative-receives-over-1-million-in-new-funding/ 51 Next Level Jobs https://nextleveljobs.org/job-seeker/faqs/ 52 Next Level Jobs https://nextleveljobs.org/employer/how-it-works/ 53 State of California https://opr.ca.gov/news/2021/05-14.html 54 State of Indiana http://iga.in.gov/static-documents/d/b/c/2/dbc2cc8e/HB1001.06.ENRS.pdf 55 State of California https://www.grants.ca.gov/grants/library-workforce-partnership-initiative/ 
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DIVERSITY, EQUITY, AND INCLUSION The events of 2020 and uneven economic impacts of the pandemic and recovery created greater recognition of equity challenges. The peer states interviewed have taken a strategic approach to addressing equity, diversity, and inclusion (DEI) by addressing gaps in policy, programs, guidance, and initiatives across programs. In some cases, states launched specific equity initiatives to understand and address diversity and inclusion across a state’s government workforce. 
Strategic Approaches Equity is inextricably linked with serving populations most in need of employment. The California Workforce Development Board 's high road employment initiative is designed as a strategy to explicitly address equity through access to local quality jobs for all. This partnership-based approach lines up collaboration between community-based organizations (CBOs), AJCs, and schools with high road employment opportunities. An example of this strategy in practice is the most recent workforce accelerator fund, Workforce Accelerator Fund 9.0, which seeks to “impact economic and racial equity by creating pathways to quality jobs for workers from disadvantaged or low-income communities.”56 Tasked by Governor Inslee in the spring of 2020 with creating an equitable pandemic recovery plan, the Washington State Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board focused on addressing entrenched disparities and as previously noted, analyzed self-sufficiency gaps as part of their work. The State Workforce Development Board is looking to develop one self-sufficiency measure across the system and across racial subgroups to better understand how to support moving people from reliance on government subsidies to self-sufficiency. A statewide self-sufficiency measure was recently developed by the Workforce Development Council of Seattle-King County and the University of Washington.57 The state plans to use this tool to support collaboration and implement solutions that improve job training and placement program outcomes.58 In addition, the state is considering adding communities of color to the populations they track under WIOA as supported by section 20 CFR § 680.320 of the regulation which specifies individuals with a barrier to employment can include “Other groups as the Governor determines to have barriers to employment.” Alabama seeks to increase equity through its credential attainment, credential transparency, and labor market participation goals. With the state playing a supportive role, it plans to empower communities, stressing the importance of local partnerships and regional leadership to address equity challenges. To achieve this, the state established targets for the special populations in the WIOA plan, which has focused the regions on their outputs and fostered program design to address common barriers people may face such as transportation, childcare, and housing. Each region also has special goals for labor force participation for WIOA populations including "Youth with parents in active-duty military" which appears to be unique to Alabama. 

 56 State of California https://cwdb.ca.gov/initiatives/workforce-accelerator-fund/ 57 http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/sites/default/files/selfsuff/docs/WA2020_SSS.pdf 58 National Governor’s Association https://www.nga.org/news/commentary/defining-job-quality-for-reemployment-and-recovery/ 
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Indiana conducted an “equity lab” as part of overhauling their comprehensive needs assessment bringing together secondary and post-secondary CTE, industry, and workforce boards. This work was informed by a $7 million philanthropic investment by JP Morgan Chase in 2020 to develop recommendations and improve student completion of high-quality career pathways as part of its New Skills Ready Network.59 In August 2020, the Indiana Workforce Cabinet was charged by Governor Holcomb with developing a set of equity recommendations to address equity in their state and federal workforce programs. The recommendations were approved at the Cabinet’s December meeting, and include focused outreach efforts, improved data collection and transparency, dedicated grant funding, and targeted success metrics to promote programs shown to address equity achievement gaps.60 The State also added equity data fields to reporting programs, such as their State Workforce Ready programs, and contracted for outreach and 'boots on ground' in communities to better understand how key groups utilize AJCs. In November 2020, Indiana named its first Chief Equity, Inclusion and Opportunity Officer, a cabinet-level position tasked with looking systemically at DEI and working across state agencies. In addition to considering equity within the state government workforce, the Chief Equity, Inclusion and Opportunity Officer will advise and help support the workforce equity recommendations identified by the Cabinet. 
Government-focused Initiatives Several peer states also launched equity initiatives to understand and address diversity and inclusion across a state’s government workforce. The Colorado Department of Labor and Employment has taken a number of steps to address equity in the agency’s work. In 2020, Governor Polis established a cabinet-level working group to develop solutions to address systemic inequities in the state workforce.61 In addition, the Governor created a DEI director position housed at CDLE to look across the agency’s activities and workforce through a DEI lens. CDLE staff and managers have taken DEI training, and DEI and skills-based hiring is embedded in their hiring practices, their grants, and their proposals for discretionary initiatives. One CDLE special initiative is a government apprenticeship program to increase diversity of staff across state agencies.  DEI is also part of what CDLE looks at when monitoring local workforce boards. Through their evaluation work, CDLE is collecting data on DEI to inform policy. Their work on skilled-based hiring has been an effective strategy for addressing DEI because the approach seeks to remove barriers for those who may not have had the opportunity for a post-secondary education. Similarly, skills-based hiring is also highlighted as a key strategy to address unemployment and advance equitable hiring, compensation, and promotion as part of the Colorado Workforce Development Council’s 2020 Colorado Talent Equity Agenda.62  The leadership team at the North Carolina Department of Commerce, Division of Workforce Solutions is committed to DEI. The Department recently analyzed data on their staffing both within the division and across NC Works Career Services to evaluate whether staffing aligned with those served by the workforce system. This analysis revealed an imbalance, especially at the leadership  59 Employ Indy https://employindy.org/jpmorgan-chase-committing-7-million-to-prepare-young-people-for-future-of-work-in-indianapolis/ 60 State of Indiana https://www.in.gov/gwc/files/GWC_EquityRecommendations_12.17.20.pdf 61 Route Fifty https://www.route-fifty.com/management/2020/08/colorado-equity-diversity-inclusion-workforce/167410/ 62 State of Colorado https://cwdc.colorado.gov/talent-equity-agenda 
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level at career centers and workforce boards. In addition, the Department set up a series of conversations with their leadership team, regional directors, and workforce board directors to address diversity, equity and inclusion and conducted bias training for staff and career coaches along with developing guidance to support hiring diverse talent. The Department’s training center also worked on implicit bias training, team building, and leadership training cohorts. Formal mentorship opportunities are promoted to staff to create greater leadership opportunities for people of color. To keep staff informed and engaged in their DEI work, the Department shares weekly video messages with updates on the state's DEI initiatives and highlights of current efforts.  
 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INTEGRATION WITH WORKFORCE  A survey was sent to 124 individuals who were identified as either regional or local economic development contacts. Of those who received the survey, 34, or 27 percent, responded and of those responses, three were regional economic development representatives and 31 were local representatives. A list of all the recipients who received the survey is provided in Appendix 1: Names of Workforce Partners Interviewed. The regional and local economic development representatives were asked to indicate their time of service working in the economic development field within Virginia. Five participants responded that they have held their current position for less than two years, 16 participants responded that they held their position for at least two years but less than 10 years, and 12 participants responded that they have held their position for 10 years or more. 
 

KNOWLEDGE OF WORKFORCE PROGRAMS  Economic development representatives were also asked to assess their knowledge of workforce programs offered by the Commonwealth, including their interactions or knowledge of the One-Stop centers. Figure 5 shows the breakdown of the answers to this question. 
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Figure 4 Economic Survey Knowledge of Workforce Programs Fifteen participants were knowledgeable and worked with them regularly. Ten are knowledgeable but do not regularly engage with their programs and services. Seven knew little of the programs and do not use them while two were not aware of the services at all. In comparing those responses to time functioning in the economic development role, those participants not aware of the programs and services have less than two months of experience in their current role which is not unexpected. What is more interesting is, for the seven who reported they know a little about the One-Stop centers and programs, the economic development experience ranges from four months to 10 years. This suggests there is a need for education of new economic development hires as well as experienced representatives regarding the available workforce development programs and services. 
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WORKFORCE PREPAREDNESS A question in the survey focused on how well-prepared area workers are to meet the needs of emerging and expanding business needs within the respondent’s region/locality. Five individuals responded that preparedness depends on the industry, suggesting there are a variety of skill sets needed in the area and while some are able to be met with the existing workforce, others are not.  Two participants responded by highlighting the lack of soft skills and job readiness in the local workforce. Not only are basic soft skills such as punctuality, teamwork, problem solving, and work ethic lacking, but participants also reported people do not know how to access resources such as looking for open positions when seeking assistance. Eleven participants responded with comments suggesting workers are not well prepared at all.  Three participants highlighted the need for promoting trade school programs over solely focusing on degree programs. Several people believe that trade programs and training people for specific skills is the most cost efficient and effective way to address employee preparedness. These options can include apprenticeships, credentialing, and certificate programs.  Five economic development partners responded the local workforce is well prepared and eight reported that within their region, they believe regional workforce efforts are currently building upon and improving existing processes and awareness.  
 
WORKFORCE PROGRAMS ENGAGEMENT WITH ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
PARTNERS  A 2015 Joint Legislative Audit & Review Commission (JLARC) report63 found “workforce development programs do not consistently involve economic development agencies in workforce development efforts, despite their stated objective to assist employers with workforce needs.” To better understand how this has been addressed since the JLARC report, participants were asked to rate the recent efforts of workforce programs to engage economic development agencies. 

 63 JLARC’s Report to the Governor and the General Assembly of Virginia on Virginia’s Workforce Development Programs available at http://jlarc.virginia.gov/va-workforce.asp 
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Figure 5 Workforce Engagement with Economic Survey Engagement Development Partners Fifteen reported economic development agencies are actively engaged with workforce programs while twelve were occasionally involved. Five participants reported they are not engaged at all. The remaining responses were from participants too new to their position to provide an answer or did not have enough information to provide an assessment. This information suggests there is likely still a need for workforce programs to increase engagement with economic development representatives.  

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ENGAGEMENT WITH LOCAL WORKFORCE BOARDS Survey participants were asked to provide details on how they inform local workforce boards of emerging and expanding business needs. Responses suggest communication methods and frequency vary based upon position or role within the State.  The majority of survey respondents reported engagement on some level with many of them, indicating they participate on their local boards or have specific contacts with regional representatives. Others communicate and share information through email and social media communications.  Where participants responded indicating limited engagement with the local workforce board, the cause may be structural, for example, another city department engaging with workforce partners more frequently. When that happens, the need exists for stronger and more consistent engagement between workforce programs and economic development representatives as partnerships between the two are essential to ensure the local workforce is well prepared to meet the needs of area businesses, both existing and those relocating or expanding their operations in the area. 
   

15

12

5

2

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

Actively engaged Occasionally
engaged

Not engaged at all Other

Re
sp

on
se

s

Workforce Programs Level of Engagement with 
Economic Development Partners



     Page 41   Workforce Systems Evaluation 

WORKFORCE SUPPORT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES  The remaining questions on the survey addressed ways the state and regional workforce leadership can better support a region’s economic development plans and opportunities as well was any other opportunities the respondent would like to provide. Thirteen participants, or 38 percent of the respondents, reported feedback indicating there are too many players in an incohesive workforce structure which likely contributes to the different levels of engagement. Nine participants stated the engagement and collaboration with state and regional board needs to increase while six participants noted the level of communication from the workforce development leadership is lacking, suggesting and there is a need for consistent information being shared by state and regional workforce leadership. Along with these notes were comments regarding how workforce entities are operating in silos. It was noted grants and programs start to address a specific need (retail workers, tech pipeline, employer/employee skills match) but the nature of the workforce system means this is done in silos which limits potential opportunities. Seven participants responded citing an increased need for workforce preparation especially in rural localities as it was suggested the urban centers often get the bulk of support. Five participants cited the need for increased funding and see increased financial support as “critical” for economic growth. While four participants responded with positive remarks about collaboration and communication, most comments said that the support is good but could be better.  
STATE OVERSIGHT 

TRENDS IN PROGRAM PARTICIPATION Several agencies also provided data for three program years including participants, resulting certifications and graduations, program cost per participant, and gender and racial metrics.  For many of the WIOA programs, there has been a decline in participants over the past three program years with the number of participating females declining in all three Title I programs (Adult Employment, Dislocated Worker, and Youth), Title III and both Title IV programs (DARS and DBVI). Only in the Title II program, Career and Technical Education, has there been a positive trend in the number of females participating as well as for males. The number of males participating in Title I programs has a negative trend for two out of the three programs with only Dislocated Worker not showing a clear trend in either direction. For the Wagner-Peyser program (Title III), the number of males participating declined over the past three program years while the number of females in the program doesn’t show a clear trend.  
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Figure 6 Adult Employment by Gender and Program Year 

 
Figure 7 Dislocated Worker by Gender and Program Year 

 
Figure 8 Youth by Gender and Program Year 
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Figure 9 – AE by Gender and Program Year 

 
Figure 10 - CTE by Gender and Program Year 
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Figure 11 Wagner-Peyser by Gender and Program Year 

 
Figure 12 DARS by Gender and Program Year 
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Figure 13 DBVI VR by Gender and Program Year A summary of the above information is shown in the following table which highlights the change from the previous program year as both a percent and trends indicator. 

Program Gender 
Program Year Program Year

18-19 19-20 18-19 19-20

Adult Employment (Title I) Male ↓ ↓ -10.3% -4.1%
Female ↓ ↓ -15.0% -13.8%

Dislocated Worker (Title I) Male ↓ ↑ -22.7% 6.9%
Female ↓ ↓ -20.4% -18.0%

Youth (Title I) Male ↓ ↓ -0.6% -22.1%
Female ↓ ↓ -3.5% -20.3%

Adult Education and Literacy (Title II) Male ↓ ↓ -0.6% -12.5%
Female ↑ ↓ 2.0% -7.5%

Career and Technical Education (Title II) Male ↑ ↑ 1.6% 1.7%
Female ↑ ↑ 1.7% 2.2%

Wagner-Peyser (Title III) Male ↓ ↓ -13.8% -31.4%
Female ↓ ↑ -23.5% 2.5%

DARS (Title IV) Male ↓ ↓ -10.5% -7.9%
Female ↓ ↓ -10.7% -10.0%

DBVI (Title IV) Male ↓ ↑ -43.7% 17.4%
Female ↓ ↓ -19.5% -3.2%

Table 9 WIOA Program Gender Enrollment Trends   
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Charting the race information of the program participants provided by the state agencies to the State race demographics64 shows an expected correlation. For WIOA programs, 0.2% of the participants identified as Native Hawaiian and 0.4% identified as American Indian; given the small percentages, they are not presented in the figure below. As a reference, the Census data for Virginia shows Native Hawaiians constitute 0.2% of the population and American Indians make up 0.5% of Virginia’s population. 

 
Figure 14 WIOA Program Participation by Race 

 

VIRGINIA WORKFORCE DATA TRUST  Efforts are currently underway to further develop the Virginia Workforce Data Trust (“Data Trust”) established by the General Assembly in 201065 that provides a central repository replicating all workforce systems of record data allowing comprehensive analysis and reporting across all WIOA programs, regions, and partners. It should be noted House Bill 187666 passed in 2021, “expands the type of workforce development data that state agencies may share with the Virginia Workforce System to support workforce program evaluation and policy analysis” which will likely further increase the adoption of the portal throughout the Commonwealth. For a high-level pictorial overview of the Data Trust partners see Appendix 3. Currently, Titles I and III data is accessible via the Data Trust with the Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services (DARS) data planned to be available in the 4th quarter of 2021. DBVI integration in the data is currently on hold due to accessibility issues with the current design of the Referral Portal and efforts are underway to remediate those issues.  
 64 Data provided by https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/VA 65 Virginia’s Legislative Information System https://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?101+ful+CHAP0803&101+ful+CHAP0803 66 Virginia’s Legislative Information System https://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?212+sum+HB1876 
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Workforce applications such as the Referral Portal and the Network2Work platform are capitalizing on the functionality available with the data trust to develop rich applications that integrate and share data with the current systems of record applications. Interfaces for other 3rd party applications in use throughout the system, such as Unite US, could eventually be developed increasing the technology options throughout the system allowing regions to utilize tools that best meet their business requirements and staff needs. Unite US provided an update in November 2021, indicating they were working with Network2Work to integrate the platforms. If completed, Unite US will integrate with the Workforce Data Trust via Network2Work.  
ONE-STOP CENTER MANDATED PARTNERS Virginia Board of Workforce Development Policy 300-02, “One-Stop Services Delivery” requires WIOA Title IV and Title II programs “be present at a local comprehensive One-Stop career center on a regular basis.”67 It does not require a Title IV representative to be on-site at all times but have an office within the center. Feedback by regional directors suggested some of the DARS offices within a center are used infrequently with DARS representatives preferring to meet at other locations, e.g., restaurants, libraries, etc. Some of the DARS offices have funded a technology resource room of their own instead of using the technology resource room at a One-Stop center. It was also reported the current DARS model of only having offices in one comprehensive center per region may limit opportunities for multiple comprehensive centers within a single region. It is assumed regions with multiple comprehensive centers such as Alexandria/Arlington, Hampton Roads Workforce Council, and West Piedmont are “grandfathered” and will continue to have DARS offices at each location but the announcement by Southwest Virginia regional workforce board in conjunction with the CLEOs to create a comprehensive center in the Lenowisco Planning District may be affected. When Policy 300-02 became effective in 2017, some of the DARS offices co-located with Title I and Title III in a job center were required to relocate thereby requiring the facility rent previously split between the three programs to now only be shared between the two remaining programs. It was also reported DARS conducts an annual RFP for office space for those centers where they are co-located with Title I and Title III programs which creates planning challenges as it is not known if they will stay in the facility or relocate elsewhere. At this time, PMG has not been able to confirm the annual RFP process reported by the regional directors. In a search of eVA for recent DARS RFPs related to office leases, only two from 2019 were found. It is unclear if another entity, either state or private, would be responsible for managing RFPs for office space. While six of the DARS offices are co-located within a One-Stop centers, the remaining 25 offices range from .1 mile up to 31 miles from a center. Below is a table showing the DARS offices and distance to nearest One-Stop center.   

 67 https://virginiacareerworks.com/wp-content/uploads/Policy-300-02-One-Stop-Delivery-FinalSigned.pdf 
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 DARS Office Distance to Nearest AJC DRS Abingdon Office 3 milesDRS Alexandria Office 6 miles (Comprehensive Center) DRS Charlottesville Office 5 miles (Comprehensive Center) DRS Christiansburg Office 10 milesDRS Culpeper Office 3 milesDRS Danville Office Co-located with AJCDRS Fairfax Office 10 milesDRS Farmville Office 23 milesDRS Fishersville Office 1 mileDRS Franklin Office Co-located with affiliate AJC DRS Fredericksburg Office .2 miles (Comprehensive Center) DRS Hampton District Office .7 miles (Comprehensive Center) DRS Harrisonburg Office .1 miles (Comprehensive Center) DARS Henrico Central Office 14 miles (Comprehensive Center) DRS Leesburg 1 mileDRS Lynchburg Office 3 miles (Comprehensive Center) DRS Manassas Office and Evaluation Center 14 milesDRS Martinsville Office Co-located with AJCDRS Chesterfield Office 3 milesDRS South Hampton Roads Office 2 miles (Comprehensive Center) DRS Norton Office .8 milesDRS Eastern Shore Office Co-located with AJCDRS Petersburg Office 3 miles (Comprehensive Center) DRS Portsmouth Office 3 milesDRS Pounding Mill Office 5 miles (Comprehensive Center) DRS Capitol District Office (Richmond) .6 milesDRS Roanoke Office and Evaluation Center 5 milesDRS South Boston Office Co-located with AJCDRS Williamsburg Office 31 miles (Comprehensive Center) before 10/7/21 3 miles after 10/7/21 with opening of affiliate center in Williamsburg DRS Winchester Office 2 milesDRS Wytheville Office Co-located with AJC
Table 10 DARS Office Locations Relative to One-Stop Centers   
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REGIONAL LEADERSHIP AND GOVERNANCE ANALYSIS 

REGIONAL ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE Virginia’s regional workforce administrations have a variety of structures. Some are embedded within local government; others are part of 501c3 organizations. Below is a list of known 501c3 Virginia workforce organizations registered with the IRS.  
• Bay Consortium Workforce Investment Board • Hampton Roads Workforce Foundation68 • Southwest Virginia Workforce Development Board 
• Greater Peninsula Workforce Development Corporation60 • Shenandoah Valley Workforce Investment Board Inc. 

• West Piedmont Workforce Investment Board 
 During discussions with the regional directors, several mentioned they are also considering establishing 501c3 organizations primarily to enable increased flexibility with obtaining and administering grants. One of the benefits of a 501c3 organization would be the ability to obtain funding outside of WIOA where certain restrictions, such as the mandatory 40 percent training allocation, would not apply.  
PROMISING PRACTICES  Across all regions, directors recognized WIOA funds were insufficient to accomplish their goals, even those primarily focused on WIOA compliance as a measure of performance. This is both because of the restrictions on WIOA funds (both federal and state), as well as the limited number of dollars. Nearly each region expressed seeking grant funding beyond WIOA dollars was critical to supporting the advancement of workforce programs.  There is also a variability in capacity among the regions to seek grants. Those with larger budgets are more likely to have the resources to apply for additional funding, while those with smaller budgets may lack the staff with the time or expertise to apply for these grants. As an example, nearly every region pointed to the Hampton Roads Workforce Council and expressed some degree of envy for its budget without necessarily taking into consideration these funds are leveraged from federal and private sources through grants or cooperative agreements.  Other promising practices include the holistic approach to engagement. This is a more comprehensive case management approach that looks at all of a person’s needs, not just their need for a job. These needs can include childcare or eldercare, reliable transportation, and housing. This method, while generally considered very effective for building a workforce capable of meeting current and emerging needs, requires significant time and effort for coordinating with multiple agencies and non-profit partners.  
 

 68 As of July 1, 2021, the Hampton and Greater Peninsula regions merged into a single organization now known as the Hampton Roads Workforce Council. 
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STATE AWARENESS OF REGIONAL PROCESSES Comments from the regional directors indicated state policies often do not take into consideration regional practices and processes, which creates implementation challenges. When regional input is solicited, they reported it is often after the policy has been developed and too late to incorporate suggestions and feedback.  The Referral Portal highlights this issue. Feedback from the State indicates there is a perceived trend among workforce customers where future services will be provided remotely without having to go a One-Stop center. The regions believe many customers want a high touch experience and some do not have the tools or knowledge to navigate an online-only solution. There needs to be a balance in both approaches and the State mandating the use of the portal potentially negatively affects the ability of the regions to deliver the high touch, personalized services they are accustomed to providing workforce customers. Given the regional staff’s lack of experience, understanding of value, end-user training and staff access to the portal, the mandate to use the portal created compliance challenges for several regions. The recent implementation of the “Single Stop” programs through the Virginia Community College System has the potential to increase the awareness of the services available through the WIOA One-Stop centers but also has the potential to create confusion for both career seekers and employers. “Single Stop is provided by a national non-profit that designed a brief online screener to connect applicants to a full range of local, state and federal social service and public assistance programs, including food stamps, local food pantries, housing programs, veterans benefits, and job assistance.”69 The job assistance service should be integrated with One-Stop centers rather than as an separate service as was reported happening by several regions otherwise there is the potential for “competition” between service providers as well as inconsistent delivery of services to the workforce customers and local businesses. The need for compliance with WIOA and other regulations is understood by regional staff and during audits and monitoring efforts, they dedicate time to support those processes. Multiple regions reported there is a significant administrative burden when having to support concurrent state and federal oversight initiatives, State audits often overlap including the program, p(EO) monitoring by the VEC. This creates resource challenges especially when regions are required to provide the supporting documentation at the same time for multiple audits. The EO monitoring requires multiple days of interviews and detailed virtual center walkthroughs. Frequently, one year's audit remains open as the next year's audit begins. The State needs to understand the resource challenges for regional staff when supporting both workforce customers and oversight processes and take steps to minimize concurrent and overlapping initiatives. The “Get Skilled, Get a Job, Get Ahead” or “G3” program announced by Governor Northam in December of 2019 and signed into law in March of 2021, was provided as another example of workforce programs having unintended consequences when not considering existing regional processes. Per the G3 website70, “G3 is a tuition assistance program for any Virginia resident who qualifies for in-state financial aid and whose family income falls below an identified threshold. G3  69 https://www.vccs.edu/blog/new-online-tool-will-make-it-easier-for-students-at-virginias-community-colleges-to-access-social-services-and-other-benefits-theyre-eligible-to-receive/ 70 https://virginiag3.com/g3-faqs/ 
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can be used for designated programs in five of Virginia’s most in-demand industries: Early Childhood Education, Healthcare, Information Technology, Public Safety and Skilled Trades.” If a G3 student does not successfully complete the program, repayment of tuition is required. However, under WIOA programs, a Title I student who does not successfully complete the same program (outside of G3) may not have to repay the tuition making it the more attractive option from the student’s perspective. A regional director encountered challenges in working with state workforce processes and was making great progress with a GED program until these funds were reallocated by the State to high-need jobs. The director felt getting individuals to achieve a GED was the first step towards getting them trained towards high-need jobs, and the pipeline was interrupted because of a directive from the State based on a lack of understanding of the unique needs of a region.  Another example of the State not understanding regional operations was provided by Hampton Roads region staff regarding paperwork requirements for the recent merger with Greater Peninsula. The State assumed the merged entity was a new company requiring additional paperwork when the merger was actually an amendment to an existing charter. 
 

40 PERCENT MANDATORY TRAINING ALLOCATION Due to the ongoing research led by the Secretary of Labor into revising the compliance requirements for the regions regarding the 40 percent mandatory spending of Adult and Dislocated Worker program funds, recommendations related to the implementation of this requirement of workforce development will be omitted from this report.  Feedback regarding the 40 percent training requirement from several of the regions provided during the assessment is available in Appendix 4.  
 

REFERRAL PORTAL The goals of the Virginia Career Works Referral Portal71, from the perspective of the State, are to make processes easier for the customer in the form of less paperwork and directly sending information to the appropriate systems of record, e.g., VOS for Title I and AWARE for DARS, etc. The portal does not evaluate candidates based on program eligibility requirements, as that needs to be done at the program level. From the perspective of the regions, these are the appropriate goals, but they have not been met with the current iteration of the portal. Without a doubt, the portal was the most commented upon function of the state workforce programs at the regional level including feedback from board chairs, regional executive directors, and One-Stop center staff. It was reported that during the early planning phases of the portal development, a representative from the regional directors participated in the steering committee. There is some debate about the guidance offered by the regional director and how it was received and incorporated into the design of the portal. As the project transitioned from a steering committee to a governance structure, there 
 71 https://app.virginia.myjourney.com/ 
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does not appear to be representation from the regions as the focus is on building the Data Trust and not incorporating business requirements of the regions.  For projects like the Referral Portal that are following the Agile development methodology72, there is the role of a Product Owner who “is responsible for defining the product vision, prioritizing features according to business value, and answering team questions…The product owner is the ultimate decision maker and ultimate representative of business needs for the project.”73 There does not appear to be a defined Product Owner for the portal project that can represent the business needs of the regions with any degree of authority. The lack of adequate business representation in the design process is likely the cause of the reported frustration with the portal by the majority of the regions.  
Transition to using the Common Access Referral Portal  As use of the portal is mandated by Title I Administration, the metrics regarding its use and adoption may be imperfect as they do not capture the challenges the regions are experiencing with the portal. Many portal users reported there is value in the current portal model for customers who are remote and in-person at a One-Stop center. However, for those customers who choose to visit a One-Stop center to register for services, the level information required to be entered via the portal is considered excessive and slows down the process for getting services for the customer. 
Impact of Common Access Referral Portal on the Customer Experience For many One-Stop center staff, the use of the Common Access Portal means they are unable to offer the same level of services they believe they were providing before its use due to the time it takes to get a customer enrolled through the portal. It was suggested self-referral means they are losing people in the system, people are being misdirected, and that the comprehensive services they were providing people before the Common Access Portal are being lost.   Some regions do not have a link to the portal on their websites while other regional representatives believe the portal does have value when used by remote customers as it allows them to register without having to come to a center. For those who are physically present in the center, the portal was described as burdensome and excessive as they could serve the customer more quickly under their old processes.  Several members of the PMG team went through the registration process and their experiences matched those described by the regional directors and One-Stop center staff. When a registration was entered for someone living in Richmond, the first center that appeared in the list was for Charlottesville. It would be more appropriate for the first entry in the list to be the center closest to the registrant’s address. In this case, Richmond has 3 locations and Petersburg as 1 location which are all closer than the Charlottesville location. When reviewing the list of centers shown on the portal, several were not listed including the Crater region’s comprehensive center in Petersburg although the affiliate center in Emporia was listed on the map. The comprehensive center in Richlands was also not shown on the map. Additional tries  72 “Agile is a group of delivery methods, principles and practices for effectively delivering software that leverages collaboration and customer feedback,” https://hackernoon.com/agile-in-a-nutshell-an-executive-overview-db19f3400c1a 73 “What Does a Business Analyst Do on an Agile Project?” By Kent J. McDonald Senior Instructor, B2T Training 
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found that if the registrant typed in a known city in the search box, the center would appear in the list. This is not an ideal approach as it requires the registrant to know where the centers are if they are not originally listed. Once a center was selected, the registrant was presented a mostly blank screen with a button in the middle to add a referral. If the person was not familiar with workforce processes, the concept of a referral would likely be meaningless. When the button to add a referral was pressed, a message appeared indicating no referrals were available. There was no guidance on what the next step should be for the registrant. A regional contact shared they heard there was a problem with the assessment component, so it was disabled.  If these are common experiences, there is the potential for damaging the workforce brand within the State as well as not adequately addressing the workforce needs of Virginia residents. Additional testing was done in early October, and it was noticed the affiliate centers in Suffolk and Radford did not appear in the list of centers when search for centers in those cities. It was reported by the regional directors and One-Stop center staff there was an expectation that users registering via the portal will automatically have an account created in the Virtual One Stop system of record (“VOS”) by Geographic Solutions, Inc. as well. VOS is the system of record for both Title I and Title III programs and is the system platform for the Virginia Workforce Connection website (vawc.virginia.gov). Based on PMG’s research, as of the end of September 2021, a corresponding account on the VOS system of record was not accessible using information provided during the portal registration based on the error message received when trying to log into the Virginia Workforce Connection. PMG had follow-up conversations with the portal team after the presentation of the initial findings and recommendations to the VBWD in September. The portal team requested specific details regarding the findings from the registration process conducted by PMG. Screenshots and additional details regarding the issues encountered during and after registering on the portal were provided to them. 
Referral Management A primary function of the portal is to manage referrals and it does create referrals to some state agencies and partners. The most significant issue with the referral process in the current version of the portal is the inability to create and track referrals to local partners, such as local substance abuse facilities. Another issue reported by the regional directors and One-Stop center staff is the lack of automatic notification when a referral is created nor is there any way to track the status of a referral. The lack of notification requires regional staff to periodically log into the system and check for referrals which can be challenging given staffing challenges within the regions. It is not clear if there was supposed to be notifications or if that is functionality currently being developed for the referral portal.  
Access Control and Training Another area of concern is around staff access and training. Regions reported a lack of what they considered adequate training and are unsure of any plans for additional training. According to the information provided by those involved with the development, training is available, but the regions need to schedule it. There is also confusion around the distribution of credentials to access the administrative side of the portal.  
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Several regional contacts wondered if the credentials were role-based in that they could control what data the individual users had access to and could change. In discussions with the portal representative, access to the system is indeed role-based with 3 roles: read, read/write, and admin. Access to the data can also be limited to regions or programs as needed (some programs are state-wide). Given some in the regions were not aware of this functionality, there is a clear need for improved training and communications. 
Phased Deployment of Functionality  The idea of using a single-entry point for registering customers and automatically creating or updating their information in the appropriate system of record is quite complex and relies upon integrating all those systems and business rules into the Virginia Workforce Data Trust. While the portal went live in June of 2020 with support for the system of record for Title I and VEC (VOS by Geographic Solutions), integration with the DARS system of record, Aware by Alliance Enterprises, is not expected until more than a year. The timing of the integration of DARS into the portal likely impacted the region’s adoption of the portal.  According to information provided by state workforce representatives, the Professional Center launched at the end of June 2021, and allows those users with special credentials to see information on the back end of the portal when assisting customers with their accounts. Access can be limited by role as well as region or program. It should be noted that the “Professional Center” was launched one year after the portal went live. It is unclear how users were supposed to be able to access the information provided in it prior to its release. Regarding the credentials to access the system and the Professional Center, regional directors and One-Stop center staff reported credentials were expected in mid-July and as of late August, when the on-site visits to the AJCs were conducted, very few actually had the credentials. Ownership of distributing the credentials is unclear as according to the portal representative, the region had the credentials as was supposed to assign them to staff, yet the regional staff is expecting the state to provide them directly to the users. 
Data Integrity Several regional contacts believed the original purpose of the portal was to manage referrals, but a decision was made by the portal steering committee without input from the regions, to emphasize assessments over referrals. This change explains why the referral process appears to be incomplete, especially around notifications. There are also data issues affecting the usage of the portal that should have been addressed in testing. For example, when searching for referrals by center, the Lynchburg center has 2 entries in the list of centers. Selecting the first center name shows referrals from 2020. Upon investigation, it was found another entry for the Lynchburg center was farther down the list and when selecting it, current referrals were shown. Names and locations of some of the centers are incorrect and the regional directors reported they provided the correct information to the state in June but as of late August, the data is still incorrect. 
Unite US Referral Management System Several regions reported a preference to use the Unite US referral platform as it has the ability to automatically notify local, non-state partners of referrals as well as track the status of those referrals. Within the regions, there is the perception this functionality, communicating with external partners, will not ever be available within the State-developed referral portal. 
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There also appears to be a misunderstanding by State portal representatives on the cost of the Unite US system for the regions. On December 20, 2020, Governor Northam announced Virginia was allocating “$10 million in federal Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act funding to create Unite Virginia, a statewide technology platform designed to connect vulnerable Virginians to health and social services…This initial funding allocation will cover startup and implementation costs to operate the e-referral system, which can integrate with widely used electronic medical record systems in place at hospitals, health systems, and medical practice groups across Virginia.”74 The $10 million in funding is an 18-month contract that allows organizations, including regional boards, Virginia hospitals and hospital systems, government offices, and nonprofits, to join the Unite Virginia network and use the platform at no cost. When the initial contract ends in June 2022, the regional boards will be able to continue to use the platform at no cost to them. If regional boards have not yet joined by June 2022, they will still be able to access at no cost to them following the end of this initial investment. There may be some regions whose business requirements are better met by this tool rather than the referral portal. If the integration of the Network2Work platform with Unite US is not completed, the State should consider exploring how to integrate the Unite US platform into the Virginia Workforce Data Trust. 
 
WAGNER-PEYSER SERVICES DELIVERY Title III of WIOA provides employment services under the Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933, as amended. These services include job search and referral assistance, placement assistance, and re-employment services for unemployment insurance claimants. In addition, services provided to employers include recruitment services, job fair assistance, support with hard-to-fill job orders75. These services are currently provided by the Virginia Employment Commission (VEC) at all Virginia One-Stops. However, from July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021, the funding to provide these services was temporarily transferred from the VEC to the regional boards to provide Title III services concurrent with Title I services. This decision was made to allow VEC staff to focus on providing services to unemployment insurance claimants during the peak of the pandemic. In order to accommodate the increased number of cases, many of the regions reported they used the funds to hire temporary staff and when the funding ended, those positions were eliminated.  As a result of this temporary transition, all the regional directors want the State to consider permanently transferring the delivery of Title III Wagner-Peyser service responsibilities and funds to the regional boards. The directors were unanimous in stating under their temporary management of the funds, they served more customers than VEC and provided higher quality services. Some regional directors reported they exceeded VEC metrics by 50 to 100 percent across categories. When the funds were returned to VEC, they reported the level of service dropped to previous levels and in some cases below previous levels. In looking at the customer visit data, three regions did handle more cases, however, when looking at all the regions together, there was a net decline, likely due to the COVID-19 pandemic, of more 

 74 https://www.governor.virginia.gov/newsroom/all-releases/2020/december/headline-890298-en.html 75 U.S. Department of Labor Employment and Training Administration https://www.dol.gov/agencies/eta/american-job-centers 
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than 11,000 Title III cases handled from June 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021, compared to the same number of business days the previous year (May 1, 2019, through May 31, 2020).  With the available data, it is not possible to determine if there were more positive outcomes as a result of the transfer of responsibilities or why only some regions were able to increase the number of individuals handled. Another factor that needs to be considered is the expanded unemployment benefits available during the transfer period and how it affected the number of individuals seeking employment. It was reported by the regions with having both Title I and Title III enrollments under the same area, it was possible to identify customers eligible for Title I programs who originally were only considering the Title III program. The synergy of having both programs under a single entity was clear to the directors. Additional research is required to determine if the reported successes in some regions can be applied to the other regions if the Title III funds were permanently transferred to the regional boards. The following chart shows all the staff engagements for Wagner-Peyser program participants for program years 2019 and 2020. As noted previously, the regional boards took over the delivery of the Wagner-Peyser services from June 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021.  
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Figure 15 Wagner-Peyser Customer Engagements 
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There was a significant increase in the number of Wagner-Peyser customer engagements in the Shenandoah Valley region after the transfer date. The chart below shows the top 15 services completed by Shenandoah Valley regional staff during March 2021, the peak month of customer engagements during the funds transfer period. It was reported the increase in the number of customer engagements was support by hiring a new staff member supplemented by a current staff member and two business service representatives all with experience in supporting the Wagner-Peyser program. del

 
Figure 16 Shenandoah Region Engagements During Wagner-Peyser Transfer Period      
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Region 

Customer Engagements76 Difference

5/1/2019 thru 
5/31/2020 

(pre-transfer period) 

6/1/2020 thru 
6/30/2021  

(transfer 
period) Engagements 

Percent 
Change 

Shenandoah Valley 3,185 6,419 3,234 101.5%
West Piedmont 3,715 5,588 1,873 50.4%

Piedmont 1,007 1,360 353 35.1%
Blue Ridge/Western Virginia 2,611  2,384  (227) -8.7%

South Central 812   567  (245) -30.2%
Northern Virginia 1,546  1,109  (437) -28.3%

Southwest VA 1,863  1,412  (451) -24.2%
Capital Region  5,121  4,017  (1,104) -21.6%

Central Virginia 2,083   819  (1,264) -60.7%
Alexandria/Arlington 1,900   484  (1,416) -74.5%

Hampton Roads 5,995  4,094  (1,901) -31.7%
Bay Consortium 3,240  1,113  (2,127) -65.6%

New River/Mt. Rogers 5,055  1,682  (3,373) -66.7%
Crater Area 5,798  1,671  (4,127) -71.2%

Table 11 Regional Customer Engagements Before and During Title III Service Transfer  
WORKFORCE PROGRAMS PARTNERSHIPS Where applicable, all the regional directors were satisfied with the relationship between their business services team and local employers. Larger organizations tend to have an employer satisfaction survey to measure this relationship. Smaller organizations tend to use word of mouth and local feedback as a mechanism for maintaining relationships.  Often given the size of the region and the number of business services activities, coordinating them to ensure resources are available is often required; some regions created a staff position of business services coordinator to manage those activities. Funding that role can be challenging but the directors reported the value outweighs the costs. Without this role, the number of engagements can be limited due to staff capacity. 
 
REGIONAL EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR LEADERSHIP APPROACH Two distinct approaches to the job were identified, and specifically called out by one of the regional directors. This was largely confirmed through additional discussions. The leadership types are:    

 76 Based on a count of the State Identification Number (unique identifier assigned to an individual) 
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Regional Leadership Style Characteristics Highly bureaucratic and stay within their role/region Success is measured by the ability to comply with or exceed WIOA guidelines. This approach is likely to focus more on compliance with federal and state guidelines over innovation.   Generally speaking, more satisfied with the current system.  Proactive in addressing needs/issues and seek partners to address the needs of individuals from a holistic perspective. 

Express a more holistic approach and are more likely to have a variety of partners, including other regional directors, community-based organizations, educational institutions, and state agencies. View addressing job training and placement as one part of addressing a person’s greater needs.   Recognize that compliance is an important part of their mission; however, they generally feel more isolated from the Secretariat of Labor and modestly resentful of what is perceived to be a “top-down” approach that does not take into account the incredible variability of these boards across regions.  
Table 12 Regional Leadership Styles It is important to note that in each of these approaches, the directors were all unanimously highly responsive to the needs of employers in the community and prioritized good relationships and communication with employers. This was universally seen as critical to the success of the director position. Discussions with the directors did reveal the level of board involvement in maintaining employer relationships varied widely across regions and regional boards can grouped into similar engagement styles as the regional directors with similar results.  
 

TITLE I ADMINISTRATION SUPPORT OF REGIONS 

Compliance vs Innovation Many of the regional directors requested the state be more responsive to policy questions especially around allowed and disallowed costs. They reported when they have a question about the use of funds, responses often take a long time and result only in a reference to state code or deferral to local policy. This type of response reinforces an already existing feeling the regions are not effectively supported by Title I Administration, especially when they are trying to innovate and accomplish something new. One director reported, when they asked a funding question, the Title I Administration response was a threat to write them up rather than working with them to understand the possible options. Based on feedback, the directors, when needing guidance, will rely on their peers first, searching the Internet second and if more information is still needed, the Title I Administrators are viewed as the last option. Many directors expressed frustrations with the Title I program administration focus on compliance over innovation. Many directors reported the Title I Administrators are more interested in meeting compliance goals even at the expense of serving those in need of workforce services.   
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OUTREACH With few exceptions, the general awareness of the community of the services and programs offered by the comprehensive centers falls in the 5 to 10 percent range. Feedback from the regions noted many of their new customers are experiencing unemployment for the first time in their professional career due to the pandemic and have no prior experience with the services offered by the centers. It was also reported by regional staff there is often the perception the One-Stop centers are merely employment agencies by some of the people visiting the centers for the first time. Centers such as Lynchburg and Blue Ridge/Western Virginia reported their level of engagement with community organizations has increased the community awareness. Staff at the Woodbridge center reported a unique way of increasing community awareness by holding open houses so residents and businesses could learn about the available services prior to needing them. Methods for increasing awareness within the regions primarily rely upon social media and partner agencies. Many regions report an interest in using Tik Tok in combination with their other social media platforms, e.g., Facebook. However, the ability to rely on staff resources to create regular content is limited as their priorities are in serving customers. Opportunities to use broadcast media (television and radio) recently increased with the rise of pandemic driven unemployment, as there was an increased interest in how it was affecting localities, but those opportunities are infrequent.  Piedmont region hopes to increase awareness by recently hiring a dedicated outreach person. This was the only region that mentioned this approach and it may serve as a pilot for other regions provided they are able to find funding for a staff outreach position. Additional information about how centers promote services is provided in the table below. 
Center Regional Feedback on Outreach Methods

Southwest 
• Social media (Facebook, LinkedIn, TikTok• Partner Agencies • Direct Outreach, e.g., county fairs• Approximately 5%-10% awareness of Center services in region 

New River/Mt Rogers 
• Word of mouth• Employer referral • Partners • Social media • Podcasts, email blasts 

Western 
Virginia/Blue Ridge 

• Social media• Partner outreach • Community events • Local media especially recently due to COVID-19 and VEC issues 
Shenandoah Valley 

• Social media• Partners • Broadcast (e.g., radio) • Volunteer network • Events and Signage (pre-COVID-19) 
Crater Area 

• Social media• Word of mouth • Networking meetings with other orgs • Community outreach events (upcoming) • Physically posting signage 
Piedmont 

• Online presence• Word of mouth • VEC Letter • Employers or former employers • Piedmont workforce network  
• Just hired marketing person• Have hiring events, career exploration events • Virtual and in-person job exploration for high school students 
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Center Regional Feedback on Outreach Methods

Central VA 

• Social media, etc.• Widely known and very rare these days where they encounter someone who isn't familiar with them. 
• Lynchburg is saturated with service providers and the center is integrated with all of them. 

South Central 

• Social media, e.g., Facebook• Website • Local media, e.g., job line on radio • Events• Probably a 5-10% awareness of services; most think we are the employment office 
Capital Region 
Workforce 
Partnership 

• Word of mouth• Occasional (but not consistent) media promotion  • Partner and community referrals 
• Social media (staff would like to increase marketing efforts to broaden awareness of center and its services, e.g., TikTok). 

West Piedmont 

• Primary source is advertising in the Piedmont Shopper (Danville) • Social media • Being in same physical location for 10 years has helped with customer awareness of center • Partners 
Northern Virginia 

• Community activities, e.g., open house• Community partners • Media outlets • Social media (has a presence but does not rely on it) 
Alexandria/Arlington 

• Jurisdiction websites• Community-based organizations • Peer county/city staff • Social media • Being aligned with social services gives them a broad reach 
Bay Consortium • Word of mouth• Goodwill • Not enough funding for comprehensive marketing  
Hampton Roads 
Workforce Council – 
Hampton 

• Word of mouth
Hampton Roads 
Workforce Council - 
Norfolk 

• Website • Partners • Social media • Has a PR firm developing marketing collateral, media engagements, etc. 
Table 13 Region Feedback on Outreach Methods 

 

ADDRESSING DISPARITIES IN RACE AND GENDER Efforts to provide services to customers in ways that address disparities in race and gender are already underway in many regions. For example, in Northern Virginia, efforts to produce materials in multiple languages have been in place for years.  No regional director was resistant to the idea of equity. Many expressed they sought additional guidance on the issue and training for themselves and their staff. As an example, some are unclear how to address issues of disparity. Many of the regional directors did not offer specific plans to address diversity, equity, and inclusion, nor demonstrate an understanding of what DEI means in the broader context of discussions happening around the Commonwealth and nation. Some noted their goal is to provide services to anyone who walks through the door of a job center. To them, this was evidence of their diversity and inclusion approach and might be considered a policy. However, 
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that approach may not be sufficient for an “intentional and on-going engagement”77 for inclusion of diverse communities. In the context of the national and state discussions around equity, it is unlikely this would be a sufficient approach. It was suggested that undertaking targeted outreach efforts to groups unaware of or who underutilize the region’s services may be appropriate. Directors are interested in serving the citizens of their communities, but many lack familiarity with diversity and equity policy. This is one area where state guidance and support would be warranted. However, one must also recognize the diversity of the State is not universal as there are several areas where over 90 percent of the customers are white.  Directors reported the regional boards were open to this discussion as well. However, many simply lacked the context or understanding of diversity and equity, their role in addressing these needs, and specific actions they could take.  Section §679.320 of the WIOA regulation details specific eligibility requirements for regional board membership. In those regions where possible gaps in board representation exist, it may very well mean sufficient candidates are not available. Where possible, increasing the representation and participation of all racial populations in regions may help increase awareness of workforce programs and services. 
 
PANDEMIC RESPONSE TO ENSURE WORKFORCE SERVICES CONTINUITY The impact of the pandemic on unemployment was not even throughout the Commonwealth. Some areas indicated they were virtually unaffected, while others had ballooning unemployment. For nearly all, they indicated they are slowly returning to pre-pandemic levels of unemployment.  More rural localities were less likely to transition to virtual services because of both a lack of broadband access, as well as regional customers not having access to technology or possessing the skills needed to access virtual services.  As expected, suburban and urban areas were more likely to use virtual platforms. Where virtual services were deployed due to the pandemic, all regions indicated they will be continuing with the use, and build upon, these virtual platforms in the future. Below is feedback collected during the on-site assessment related to the impact of COVID-19 on regional operations.   

 77 https://www.governor.virginia.gov/media/governorvirginiagov/governor-of-virginia/pdf/toolkits/ONEVirginiaPlan-StateGov--2.23.21-Final.pdf 



     Page 64   Workforce Systems Evaluation 

Center Regional Feedback on Pandemic Impact

Southwest • Pre-COVID-19 typically saw 800 clients a month / During COVID-19, approximately 100 a month 
New River/Mt 
Rogers 

• Seeing approximately 1/4 of clients now
Western 
Virginia/Blue Ridge 

• Getting back to pre-COVID-19 levels now. Expecting increased use as extended Federal unemployment benefits end in September. 
Shenandoah Valley 

• During the COVID-19 pandemic, customer visits are approximately 10% of pre-COVID-19 levels. 
• Skyline Literacy continues to see customers throughout the pandemic 
• It was noted the need for bilingual support has declined since the start of the pandemic. 

Central VA • Visits to the centers are still low although they are seeing an increase in initial assessments. 
South Central 

• Pre-COVID-19, center was busy with 6 out 10 visits related to unemployment. During pandemic, limited visits but most are still related to unemployment. AJC staff taking the majority of the calls but cannot address those related to unemployment. 
Northern Virginia • Seeing approximately 10% of the number of clients pre-COVID-19. 
Hampton Roads 
Workforce Council – 
Hampton 

• Pre-COVID-19 would see approximately 3,000 visits a month and now only seeing about 100 a month. 
• Pre-COVID-19, there were no issues with customer awareness of centers but with COVID-19 pandemic, people are being losing jobs who have never been unemployed before and don't know about the centers. 

Hampton Roads 
Workforce Council – 
Norfolk 

• Pre-COVID-19 would see approximately 10,000 visits a year and nowhere near those levels now but starting to see an increase in visits 
Table 14 Region Feedback on Pandemic Impact Data related to Wagner-Peyser program participants use of the resource rooms at all the centers for program years 2019 and 2020 was provided and below is a chart showing how the pandemic affected the number of visitors to the centers. This data is for only those visits where the participant was assisted by center staff. 
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Figure 17 Wagner-Peyser Customers Using Resource Rooms and Assisted by Staff  

DATA SHARING BETWEEN REGIONS As the demographics in the regions vary greatly, there are few opportunities to share specific data between the regions. However, regional directors are often in direct communication with each other, sharing anecdotes, best practices, learning from one another, and sharing information.   
TOP 5 TITLE I SERVICES RANKING The following table presents the “Top 5” services where staff engaged with customers at the regional level for Program Year (PY) 2020 compared to PY 2019. Also shown in this table is how the top 5 for PY 2020 changed from PY2019.   
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Region Top 5 Services in PY20 
PY 20 

Engagements 
Pct. Change 
from PY 19 

Rank Change 
(PY 19 Rank) 

So
ut

hw
es

t 

Supportive Service – Transportation 293 35% ↔ Objective Assessment 261 38% ↔Develop Service Strategies (IEP/ISS/EDP) 199 52% ↑ (6) Provision of Labor Market information 197 49% ↑ (5) Supportive Service -Assistance with Uniforms and Other Work-Related Items 156 16% ↓ (4) 

N
ew

 R
iv

er
 /

 
M

t. 
Ro

ge
rs

 Job Search/Placement Assistance, including Career Coaching 188 -19% ↑ (2) Objective Assessment 137 -38% ↑ (3) Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 135 -42% ↓ (1) Orientation 116 -29% ↑ (6)Provision of Labor Market information 109 -39% ↔ 

Bl
ue

 R
id

ge
 Develop Service Strategies (IEP/ISS/EDP) 412 123% ↑ (2) Objective Assessment 308 146% ↑ (5) Orientation 264 26% ↓ (1) Provision of Labor Market information 226 41% ↓ (3) Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 175 50% ↑ (6)

Sh
en

an
do

ah
 

Va
lle

y 

Objective Assessment 156 16% ↔ Develop Service Strategies (IEP/ISS/EDP) 147 39% ↑ (3)  Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 130 5% ↓ (2) Initial Assessment 107 3% ↔ Provision of Labor Market information 107 3% ↔ 

Pi
ed

m
on

t 

Job Search/Placement Assistance, including Career Coaching 200 64% ↑ (2)Leadership Development Services 150 -11% ↓ (1) Objective Assessment 123 46% ↑ (4) Initial Assessment 91 42% ↑ (5) Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 84 47% ↑ (6) 

Ce
nt

ra
l 

Vi
rg

in
ia

 

Career Guidance/Planning 330 43% ↔ Objective Assessment 164 -22% ↔
Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 101 46% ↑ (9) Incentives 97 -10% ↔ 
Supportive Service Assistance with Uniforms and Other Work-
Related Items 

91 133% ↑ (13) 

So
ut

h 
Ce

nt
ra

l 

Leadership Development Services 334 -38% ↔ Youth Financial Literacy Education 191 NA Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 112 -25% ↑ (6) Objective Assessment 93 -61% ↓ (2)Initial Assessment 72 -61% ↓ (3) 

Ca
pi

ta
l 

Career Guidance/Planning 550 -16% ↔ Objective Assessment 259 -15% ↔ Initial Assessment 212 -18% ↑ (5) Develop Service Strategies (IEP/ISS/EDP) 184 -14% ↑ (6) Provision of Labor Market information 174 -6% ↑ (7)

N
or

th
er

n 
Vi

rg
in

ia
 Objective Assessment 213 -15% ↓ (2) Orientation 189 -9% ↑ (4) Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 156 -38% ↓ (1) Initial Assessment 149 -22% ↑ (6) 
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Region Top 5 Services in PY20 
PY 20 

Engagements 
Pct. Change 
from PY 19 

Rank Change 
(PY 19 Rank) 

Develop Service Strategies (IEP/ISS/EDP) 148 -20% ↑ (8) 

Al
ex

an
dr

ia
 /

 
Ar

lin
gt

on
 Job Search/Placement Assistance, including Career Coaching 117 4% ↔Initial Assessment 100 32% ↑ (3) Objective Assessment 95 22% ↓ (2) Develop Service Strategies (IEP/ISS/EDP) 94 27% ↔ Provision of Labor Market information 90 30% ↔ 

Ba
y 

Co
ns

or
ti

um
 Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 165 -19% ↔ Objective Assessment 145 -22% ↔Develop Service Strategies (IEP/ISS/EDP) 116 -12% ↔ Provision of Labor Market information 116 -10% ↑ (5) Initial Assessment 115 -13% ↓ (3T) 

Gr
ea

te
r 

Pe
ni

ns
ul

a 

Objective Assessment 219 -21% ↑ (2) Career Guidance/Planning 166 -44% ↓ (1) Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 142 -27% ↔Youth Occupation Skills Training–Approved Provider 118 -30% ↑ (5) Initial Assessment 111 -37% ↓ (4) 

Cr
at

er
 

Career Guidance/Planning 304 155% ↑ (2) Objective Assessment 291 203% ↑ (4T) 
Job Search/Placement Assistance, including Career Coaching 261 290% ↑ (8) Initial Assessment 245 155% ↔ Orientation 241 151% ↑ (4T) 

H
am

pt
on

 
Ro

ad
s 

Objective Assessment 300 -36% ↔ Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 292 -30% ↔ Develop Service Strategies (IEP/ISS/EDP) 257 -23% ↑ (5) Initial Assessment 257 -23% ↑ (4) Provision of Labor Market information 257 -23% ↔

W
es

t 
Pi

ed
m

on
t 

Initial Assessment 145 -23% ↔ Develop Service Strategies (IEP/ISS/EDP) 139 -23% ↑ (3) Orientation 135 -28% ↓ (2) Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 128 -20% ↔ Provision of Labor Market information 113 -4% ↔ 
Table 15 Top 5 Title I Services  While many of the services offered changed little in the top 5 rankings, Central Virginia experienced significant changes with two services not in the top 5 in 2019. “Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider” ranked ninth in PY2019 but jumped up to third for PY2020. Similarly, “Support Service – Assistance with Uniforms and Other Work-Related Items” jumped from the 13th most often provided service in PY2019 to 5th for PY2020. Three other regions saw a similar increase in the staff engagements for “Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider” as the Central Virginia region while nine regions saw a decline. It is interesting to note three of those regions are adjacent to each other: Blue Ridge/Western Virginia, Shenandoah Valley and Central Virginia. The 4th region was Alexandria/Arlington. Given the available data, it is unclear why the Central Virginia region experienced such an increase in the “Supportive Service -Assistance with Uniforms and Other Work-Related Items” service 
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offering. When eliminating the Western Virginia region from the analysis as it did not have any staff engagements for this service in PY2019, no other region experienced this level of growth (133 percent) in this service offering; the next closet region was the Shenandoah Valley region with a 46 percent increase in related staff engagements. The Crater region saw significant increases of more than 150 percent in all of the top 5 staff assisted services. The service “Job Search/Placement Assistance, including Career Coaching” increased by 290 percent in PY2020 than in PY2019. Another top service in the Crater region, “Objective Assessment,” when from 96 instances of staff assisting customers in PY2019 to 291 in PY2020 representing an increase of 203 percent. The increases in staff engagements are likely due to the operational changes in the region having a positive impact on the customer experience. It should also be noted “Youth Financial Literacy Education” was offered in South Central for the first time in 2020 and became the 2nd most often staff provided service. Additional research may be warranted to determine why this region experienced significant growth with this service offering and whether or not other regions can apply South Central’s experience. Only the Alexandria/Arlington region offered this service in PY2019, and 3 regions did not report any related staff engagements for PY2020. The table below shows the number of staff engagements for “Youth Financial Literacy Education” for all the regions for PY2020. 
Region 

Youth Financial Literacy 
Education Staff Engagements 

South Central  191
Capital Region Workforce Partnership 99
Greater Peninsula  21
Hampton Roads 16
Region 2000/Central Virginia 15
Blue Ridge/Western Virginia 11
Crater Area 7
New River/Mt. Rogers 5
Bay Consortium 4
Alexandria/Arlington 3
Southwestern VA 1
Northern Virginia 1
Shenandoah Valley 0
Piedmont Workforce Network 0
West Piedmont 0

Table 16 Youth Financial Literacy Education Staff Engagements by Region As for overall staff engagements with customers, there was an expected decline due to the pact of the pandemic. Seven regions experienced a decline in customer engagements across all the “Top 5” services when comparing PY2020 to PY2019; the South Central region had a decline in 4 of the 5 services.  A comparison of the most frequently requested staff assisted services in PY2020 across all regions is in the following table: 
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Top Service Region Count 

Objective Assessment 4 
Career Guidance/Planning 3 
Job Search/Placement Assistance, including Career 
Coaching 

3 

Develop Service Strategies (IEP/ISS/EDP) 1 
Initial Assessment 1 
Leadership Development Services 1 
Occupational Skills Training - Approved Provider 1 
Supportive Service – Transportation 1 

Table 17 Top Staff Assisted Service with Number of Matching Regions The different “top” services possibly highlight the differences in needs within the regions; transportation is a well-documented issue for Southwest region workforce customers and it being the number one staff assisted service is not a surprise. Additional research should further explore the differences in the top staff-assisted services across the regions and ensure appropriate staff training and resources are available to ensure consistency in services.  
USING LABOR MARKET DATA TO DRIVE DECISIONS Few of the directors reported relying on VEC labor market data to make programmatic decisions, citing the data is too old to be of value. Several directors contract with other providers, e.g., Virginia Tech and private companies, to obtain current labor market data.  In 2021, the Virginia Economic Development Partnership Authority (VEDP), was directed by the General Assembly78 “to establish an Office of Education and Labor Market Alignment (the Office) to coordinate data analysis on workforce and higher education alignment and translate data to partners.”  VEDP, working with the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia (SCHEV), VEC, the VBWD and other workforce partners, established the Virginia Office of Economic Education (VOEE). In July 2021, the office began operations which will ultimately include supplementing the labor market information provided by VEC with “a unified, consistent source of analysis for policy development and implementation related to talent development.”79 
ADDITIONAL DATA DESIRED BUT NOT CURRENTLY AVAILABLE Most regional directors report the existing workforce data available to them for analysis was sufficient while a few regional directors would like to have access to refugee populations and at-risk youth data. This information would allow them to better understand how to tailor programs and services for those populations. 
  78 Virginia’s Legislative Information System https://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?212+sum+SB1314 79 SCHEV https://www.schev.edu/docs/default-source/about-section/council-files/2021-meetings/may/voeepresentation.pdf 
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LIMITED REDUNDANT DATA ENTRY Based upon initial discussions with some of the regions, there was a perception redundant data entry could be a challenge for the regions and therefore a question was asked about the number of times either staff or a client is required to enter the same information in multiple systems. For the majority of regions, entering the same data into multiple systems generally did not occur with the exception of the centers in Arlington and Alexandria where it was reported “Efforts to Outcomes” and “Harmony” are local systems of record and information is manually copied (replicated) into VOS/VAWC.  It was noted when a customer enrolls in both Title I and/or Title III as well as Title IV programs the systems of record are different, and the customer data will need to be entered into both systems. Titles I and III use the VOS (“Virtual One-Stop”) system of record by Geographics Solutions and DARS and DBVI use Aware by Alliance Enterprises which is specifically designed for vocational rehabilitation programs.  
REGIONAL DATA ANALYSIS CHALLENGES The assessment originally intended to compare actual visits to the centers where visits would include those needing Title I, Title III, Title IV, etc. services along with those customers who just wanted to just use the technology resources. During the on-site assessment it was learned each center tracks visitors differently, e.g., some use Google docs, forms, sheets, Excel spreadsheets, etc. with one even tracking visits by paper80, etc. In the Northern Virginia region, the SkillSource database was used previously for tracking visits but when it stopped working, the center switched over to Microsoft Excel. While each region operates autonomously when it comes to certain aspects of workforce operations, there may be value in developing common solutions for tracking visits to centers even if it was a simple solution such as a shared form.  The variety of methods makes it challenging to compile and compare visits over a period of time which is why the focus shifted to visits by program participants with data provided by the administrators of the systems of record. It should be noted this information will not reflect those customers who only used the resource room and did not seek WIOA program services.  The visit information, based on data provide by Title I Administration team, is reported in the Visitor Experience section of the assessment.  
 

BOARD AND REGION RACIAL COMPOSITION Most regional directors provided the racial composition of the regional boards. In general, the board members match fairly well with the regional demographics. There were only a few regions where there was a noticeable difference between the region demographics and those of the regional board. 
 80 Staff at the Danville comprehensive center reported check-in used to be via workstations in the lobby but for reasons they did not know, a decision was made to move to use a spreadsheet and ultimately, a paper tracking method.  
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Alex. / Arl. 

Bay Consortium
 

Blue Ridge 

Capital Region 

Crater Area
81 

H
am

pton Roads 
W

orkforce Council 

N
ew

 River 

N
orthern Va. 

Piedm
ont 

Central Va. 

Shenandoah Valley

South Central 9 

Southw
estern VA 

W
est Piedm

ont 

African 
American               Board 27% 12% 7% 28% 36% 7% 18% 15% 15% 5%  3% 12%Region 15% 21% 16% 29% 45% 31% 4% 13% 12% 12% 6% 35% 3% 29%
Asian               Board 0% 4% 3% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 3% 0%  0% 0%  Region 9% 2% 3% 5% 2% 4% 2% 17% 3% 3% 2% 1% 0% 1% 
White                             Board 60% 84% 90% 72% 62% 93% 64% 85% 76% 95%  92% 88%Region 72% 72% 79% 63% 50% 60% 92% 65% 82% 78% 90% 62% 95% 68%
Latino               Board 13% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 8% 0% 3% 0%  3% 0%Region 16% 16% 3% 5% 5% 6% 4% 23% 6% 3% 6% 3% 2% 5% 
Native 
American                             Board 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0%  3% 0% Region82               
Native 
Hawaiian               Board 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%  0% 0% Region10               
Mixed Race               Board 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0%  0% 0% Region 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 4% 2% 4% 3% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 
Other               Board 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0%  0% 0% Region 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 

Table 18 Comparing Regional Board Membership and Region Racial Demographics In the Arlington/Alexandria region, census data indicates nine percent of the area population is identifies as Asian while there are no Asian representatives on the board. For the Bay Consortium, the board does not have any Hispanic/Latino representatives while the regional data shows 16 percent of the population is Hispanic/Latino. The Northern Virginia board composition for both Asian and Hispanic/Latino does not correlate with the local population. While three percent of the board is listed as Asian, the area population is closer to 17 percent. The Northern Virginia region  81 Information not provided by region 82 Information not available in census data 
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has 23 percent of the population identifying as Hispanic/Latino while the board had eight percent representation. 
 

REGIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS SHAPING WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT With the merger of the Greater Peninsula and Hampton regions effective July 1, 2021, the 14 regions, represent very diverse areas based on population demographics, income and education making applying blanket assessments challenging. Each region is unique which must be considered when developing policies and procedures for the state workforce program. Based upon the currently available data, the Crater region had the second highest number of new cases in 2020 of all the regions with 276 compared to 177 new cases in 2019 which is an increase of 55.9 percent and may correlate with also having the highest unemployment rate of all regions in 2020 with 8.5 percent. The unemployment rate in Northern Virginia more than doubled between 2019 and 2020 with an increase of 3.6 percent from 2.2 percent in 2019 to 5.8 percent in 2020 yet the number of new cases in 2020 was 222 or 34.7 percent less than the 349 new cases in 2019. The Southwestern region unemployment rate increased 3.4 percent in 2020 from 4.1 percent in 2019 to 7.3 percent in 2020. When reviewing the number of new cases in 2020, Southwestern Virginia had 195 new Title I cases, an increase of 19.6 percent in new cases compared to 2019. Southwest VA reported challenges likely not experienced in other regions, such as 14,000 working-age citizens have left the area since 2015 and the region has a low labor participation rate of approximately 43 percent. In table below, the education data from the USDA is the "Highest level of educational attainment." The “High School Graduate” category includes those earning a diploma or equivalent and college graduate includes undergraduate, graduate, and professional degrees.   
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   Table 19 Demographic Data by Region 
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COMPARING REGIONAL STAFF RACIAL COMPOSITION TO STATE DEMOGRAPHICS When considering all the regional staff regardless of roles across the state together, 58 percent are female, and 42 percent are male. At the time the survey was completed in August, there were 76 regional workforce employees across the region with Alexandria/Arlington reporting the fewest at 1 employee and the Hampton Roads Workforce Council with the most at 16 employees. Below is a breakdown of the racial demographics of the regional employees. 
Race Region Staff State 
African American/Black 11% 19% 
Asian 4% 6% 
Native American  <1% 
Native Hawaiian  <1% 
Other  3% 
Two or more races 1% 4% 
White 83% 68% 

Table 20 Comparing Regional Staff Race to State  
VISITOR EXPERIENCE ANALYSIS 

CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT MODEL The One-Stop centers offer users a “high-touch” experience to help guide them through and address their professional challenges. Without a doubt, some people are relying more on the use of smart-phones and broadband technology to access career services. However, there is a large population that does not have access to smartphones or broadband Internet. One region reported 90 percent of the people who visited the center do not have Internet access or possess the skills to use that technology. Some customers may also prefer to work with a “live person” simply because they are more comfortable in that environment and want a personalized experience. Given those who prefer in-person services and that WIOA regulations dictate a comprehensive center must be a physical location, moving to an all-Internet solution is not possible at this time.  
 

CONSISTENCY OF ONE-STOP CENTERS SERVICES According to the information provided via careeronestop.org, only the Richlands comprehensive center does not have business or veteran’s representatives at the center. Norfolk does not have a Youth Services Contact; given the regions’ extensive partnerships it is likely the Hampton Roads Workforce Council partners with local organizations such as New Horizons Regional Education Centers for related services not directly available at the centers.  No feedback was provided from any of the assessment participants indicating not having a specific representative created any issues or impacted the customer experience. 
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Region Name Business 
Rep Veterans 

Rep Youth 
Services 
Contact 

Alexandria/Arlington Alexandria Workforce Dev. Center Yes Yes Yes
Alexandria/Arlington Arlington Employment Center Yes Yes Yes

Bay Consortium Fredericksburg Yes Yes No
Capital Region  Henrico Yes Yes Yes

Crater Area Petersburg Center Yes Yes Yes
Hampton Roads Workforce 

Council 
Norfolk Yes Yes No

Hampton Roads Workforce 
Council 

Hampton Center Yes Yes Yes
New River/Mt. Rogers Wytheville Yes Yes Yes

Northern Virginia Woodbridge Yes Yes Yes
Piedmont Workforce Network Charlottesville Center Yes Yes Yes
Region 2000/Central Virginia Lynchburg Yes Yes Yes

Shenandoah Valley Harrisonburg Yes Yes Yes
South Central  South Boston Yes Yes Yes

Southwestern VA Richlands No No83 Yes
West Piedmont Danville Yes Yes Yes
West Piedmont Martinsville Yes Yes Yes

Western Virginia/Blue Ridge Roanoke Yes Yes Yes
Table 21 One-Stop Center Services Adapted From careeronestop.org  
CUSTOMER VISITS TO REGIONAL CENTERS The following table shows the average and maximum distance between the zip code associated with a comprehensive center and the zip code provided by the customer. In calculating the distance, the data provided to PMG only allowed new WIOA customers in the Adult and Dislocated Worker programs from 2018, 2019 and 2020 to be included in the analysis. Given the maximum distance for several centers seemed outside the expected distances, a high-level review was conducted of the source data for clients registering at those centers. Some customers may be located in other states, e.g., Alaska and looking to relocate to Virginia, so long distances may be expected. However, it was found some of the customer zip codes were not valid US zip codes but are for areas outside the United States, e.g., Mexico (23660) and Croatia (23206). As these zip codes are similar to other Virginia zip codes, an investigation to examine the data quality may be warranted to assess the accuracy of the data but that analysis is outside of the scope of this project. It should be noted the relatively low maximum distance traveled by customers to the Richlands center, 35 miles, is likely due to the transportation challenges in the area as it lacks public transportation. It was reported one of the greatest challenges in that region is transportation and without it, getting a job is almost impossible. It should also be noted within that region, there is a center, either comprehensive or affiliate, in each of the counties of the region. The relatively large population base around the Norfolk comprehensive center, combined with the close proximity of 

 83 Veteran representatives are available at the Norton affiliate One-Stop center due to the proximity of the VA clinic in the area. 
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other centers, including the Hampton center, might account for the maximum travel distance of 25 miles. 
Region Center 

Average 
Distance84 

Max 
Distance69 

Alexandria/Arlington
Alexandria 19 195 Arlington 36 491 

Bay Consortium Fredericksburg 136 231 
Blue Ridge/Western Virginia Roanoke 94 441 

Capital Region Workforce Partnership Cedar Fork 40 237 
Crater Area Petersburg 63 972 

Greater Peninsula Hampton 205 4,309 
Hampton Roads Norfolk 16 25 

New River/Mt. Rogers Wytheville 65 284 
Northern Virginia Prince William 82 1,888 

Piedmont Workforce Network Charlottesville 100 1,569 
Region 2000/Central Virginia Lynchburg 59 401 

Shenandoah Valley Harrisonburg 88 980 
South Central South Boston 122 2,796 

Southwestern VA Richlands 49 109 
West Piedmont

Danville 107 955 Martinsville 130 839 
Table 22 Estimated Distance Customers Travel to Comprehensive One-Stop Centers The following table and charts present the program participation data at the regional level for the program years 2018, 2019, and 2020, regardless of the type and location of centers within the region, which allows comparison to the DARS data provided as part of the assessment.  For the purpose of this assessment, as the Title IV data only reflected visits with no differentiation between new and returning customers the Title I and Title III, visits include both “New” and “Active” customers.    

 84 Calculated using the Google Distance Matrix API to compare distance between the center address and the customer zip code. 
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Region Program 2018 Visits 2019 Visits 2020 Visits
Southwest VA Title I 537 505 645

Title III 3,825 3,197 2,871
Title IV 1,016 800 757

New River/Mt. Rogers Title I 887 796 595
Title III 10,107 9,391 3,763
Title IV 1,375 1,106 906

Blue Ridge/Western Virginia Title I 628 701 750
Title III 5,665 4,496 4,914
Title IV 999 898 845

Shenandoah Valley Title I 525 424 405
Title III 7,529 5,539 12,875
Title IV 2,044 1,853 1,738

Piedmont Title I 199 151 171
Title III 2,621 1,756 2,780
Title IV 1,600 1,563 1,449

Central Virginia Title I 430 393 342
Title III 5,039 3,545 1,695
Title IV 902 791 742

South Central Title I 416 576 358
Title III 1,819 1,444 1,160
Title IV 587 516 485

Capital Region Workforce Partnership Title I 1,318 1,064 775
Title III 7,811 8,708 7,690
Title IV 3,660 3,338 3,059

Northern Virginia Title I 1,402 963 762
Title III 3,241 2,683 2,247
Title IV 4,606 4,439 4,148

Alexandria/Arlington Title I 390 279 284
Title III 2,848 3,344 1,002
Title IV 810 768 681

Bay Consortium Title I 714 567 426
Title III 8,014 5,629 2,277
Title IV 1,494 1,366 1,310

Hampton Roads Workforce Council85 Title I 2,289 1,816 1,331
Title III 15,392 10,483 8,405
Title IV 5,916 5,095  4,756

Crater Area Title I 387 382 685
Title III 9,709 10,123 3,307
Title IV 823 807 716

West Piedmont Title I 583 572 475
Title III 8,827 6,632 11,316
Title IV 886 842 667

Table 23 Region Customer Engagements by WIOA Program for Past 3 Years Data for Title I and Title III included the One-Stop center the customers visited along with their zip code. This allowed the analysis to include zip codes outside of Virginia and count visits to a specific center. The Title IV data only included zip codes and not the center the customer visited so an assumption was made that the customer visited the region closest to his or her registered address.  85 While the merger of Greater Peninsula and Hampton occurred in 2021, data from 2018, 2019, and 2020 combined to make the analysis relevant when comparing with other report data. 
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For Title IV customers with zip codes outside of Virginia, they were omitted from the analysis as it could not be determined what region they visited for services; for the three program years of data, there were 74,176 Title IV visits recorded and of those visits, 1,017 or 1.4 percent were not included in the counts as the zip codes could not be matched to a One-Stop center. Based on the data provided for the assessment, the number of Title IV customers declined from 2018 through 2020 for all regions. The data trends for Title I and Title III tended to vary more across the same time period and regions. While there was generally a downward trend from 2018 through 2020, some regions, highlighted below, experienced periods of declining or increasing visits. Understanding the trends in visitor counts may warrant additional investigation but is outside the scope of this project.  When viewing the same information at the state level, the data is as follows. As noted above, while the state numbers as a whole are declining, some of the individual regions experienced increases in program participants as shown in the individual regional charts. 

 
Figure 18 Title I Program Participants for Virginia 
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Figure 19 Title III Program Participants for Virginia 

 
Figure 20 Title IV Program Participants for Virginia 

  When reviewing the data at the regional level, it is evident some of the regions experienced significant declines primarily in Title IV program participants, but other regions saw large increases in participant visits. Overall, there has been a decline in Title I and Title IV participant visits. Based on the available data, it is not possible to identify causes for the variances. 
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Program   2018 Visits   2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change 
Title I 10,705   9,189 (-14.2%)  8,004 (-12.9%)  

Title III 92,701   77,358 (-16.6%)  66,592 (-13.9%) 
Title IV 26,785   24,243 (-9.5%)  22,318 (-7.9%)  

Table 24 Summary of WIOA Program Participants for Virginia 
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Figure 21 Southwest Virginia WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends 

Program  2018 Visits   2019 Visits / Pct Change 2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I    537  505 (-6.0%) 645 (27.7%)  

Title III 3,825  3,197 (-16.4%) 2,871 (-10.2%)  
Title IV 1,016  800 (-21.3%) 757 (-5.4%)  

Table 25 Southwest Virginia WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends The information above shows the slight decline in Southwest VA customer engagements from 2018 to 2019 in Title I cases and a return to higher than 2018 levels in 2020.   

 
Figure 22 New River / Mt. Rogers WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends   
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Program  2018 Visits   2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 887 796 (-10.3%)   595 (-25.3%)  

Title III 10,107 9,391 (-7.1%) 3,763 (-59.9%)  
Title IV 1,375 1,106 (-19.6%)   906 (-18.1%)  

Table 26 New River / Mt. Rogers WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends As shown in the above figure and table, from 2018 through 2019, there was a 63 percent decline in the number of Title III cases in New River / Mt. Rogers while Titles I and IV remained relatively steady.  

 
Figure 23 Blue Ridge / Western Virginia WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends 

Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 628   701 (11.6%)   750 (7.0%)  

Title III 5,665   4,496 (-20.6%)   4,914 (9.3%)  
Title IV 999   898 (-10.1%)   845 (-5.9%)  

Table 27 Blue Ridge / Western Virginia WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends The above information shows Title I Blue Ridge/Western Virginia engagements steadily increased almost 12 percent from 2018 to 2019 and almost 7 percent from 2019 to 2020. 
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Figure 24 Shenandoah Valley WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends 

Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 525   424 (-19.2%)   405 (-4.5%)  

Title III 7,529   5,539 (-26.4%)   12,875 (132.4%)  
Title IV 2,044   1,853 (-9.3%)   1,738 (-6.2%)  

Table 28 Shenandoah Valley WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends In Shenandoah Valley, while the 2019 Title III visits declined from 2018, the number of 2020 visits increased over 71 percent when compared to 2018 as seen above.  

 

Figure 25 Piedmont WIOA Customer Engagement Trends   
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Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 199   151 (-24.1%)   171 (13.2%)  

Title III 2,621   1,756 (-33.0%)   2,780 (58.3%)  
Title IV 1,600   1,563 (-2.3%)   1,449 (-7.3%)  

Table 29 Piedmont WIOA Customer Engagement Trends  As with Shenandoah, the 2019 Title III for the Piedmont region visits declined from 2018, the number of 2020 visits less dramatically at 7 percent when compared to 2018 as presented in the chart and table above. 

 
Figure 26 Central Virginia WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends 

Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 430   393 (-8.6%)   342 (-13.0%)  

Title III 5,039   3,545 (-29.6%)   1,695 (-52.2%)  
Title IV 902   791 (-12.3%)   742 (-6.2%)  

Table 30 Central Virginia WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends For the Central Virginia data shown above, there was a 66 percent decrease in Title III customer engagements between 2018 and 2019.  
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Figure 27 South Central WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends 

Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 416   576 (38.5%)   358 (-37.8%)  

Title III 1,819   1,444 (-20.6%)   1,160 (-19.7%)  
Title IV 587   516 (-12.1%)   485 (-6.0%)  

Table 31 South Central WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends For South Central Title I customer engagements, in 2019 South Central saw an increase over 2018 but by 2020, the visualizations above show the number of visits declined by 58 when compared to 2018.  

 
Figure 28 Capital Region WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends   

416

576 

358 

1,819 

1,444 

1,160 

587

516 
485 

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

 2018 Visits  2019 Visits  2020 Visits

Pa
rt

ici
pa

nt
s

South Central

Title I Title III Title IV

1,318 1,064 
775 

7,811 

8,708 

7,690 

3,660 3,338 
3,059 

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

 2018 Visits  2019 Visits  2020 Visits

Pa
rt

ici
pa

nt
s

Capital Region Workforce Partnership 

Title I Title III Title IV



     Page 85   Workforce Systems Evaluation 

Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 1,318   1,064 (-19.3%)   775 (-27.2%)  

Title III 7,811   8,708 (11.5%)   7,690 (-11.7%)  
Title IV 3,660   3,338 (-8.8%)   3,059 (-8.4%)  

Table 32 Capital Region WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends The data above shows there was a slight increase in 2019 Title III visits in the Capital Region over 2018 but by 2020, the number of visits returned to almost 2018 levels. The Capital Region also saw slight declines in Title I and IV customer engagements.  

 
Figure 29 Northern Virginia WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends 

Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 1,402   963 (-31.3%)   762 (-20.9%)  

Title III 3,241   2,683 (-17.2%)   2,247 (-16.3%)  
Title IV 4,606   4,439 (-3.6%)   4,148 (-6.6%)  

Table 33 Northern Virginia WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends Within the Northern Virginia region, Title I customer engagements declined by almost 46 percent while there was a 36 percent decrease in Title III customer engagements between 2018 and 2019 as seen above. 
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Figure 30 Alexandria/Arlington WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends 

Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 390   279 (-28.5%)   284 (1.8%)  

Title III 2,848   3,344 (17.4%)   1,002 (-70.0%)  
Title IV 810   768 (-5.2%)   681 (-11.3%)  

Table 34 Alexandria/Arlington WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends 2019 saw an increase of almost 600 Title III visits in the Alexandria/Arlington region over 2018 however, above shows there was a steep decline in 2020 resulting in visits of less than half the 2018 (2,848 vs 1,002).  

 
Figure 31 Bay Consortium WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends   

390 279 284 

2,848 

3,344 

1,002 810 768 
681 

0
500

1,000
1,500
2,000
2,500
3,000
3,500
4,000

 2018 Visits  2019 Visits  2020 Visits

Pa
rt

ici
pa

nt
s

Alexandria/Arlington

Title I Title III Title IV

714 567 426 

8,014 

5,629 

2,277 1,494 1,366 
1,310 

0
1,000
2,000
3,000
4,000
5,000
6,000
7,000
8,000
9,000

 2018 Visits  2019 Visits  2020 Visits

Pa
rt

ici
pa

nt
s

Bay Consortium

Title I Title III Title IV



     Page 87   Workforce Systems Evaluation 

Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 714   567 (-20.6%)   426 (-24.9%)  

Title III 8,014   5,629 (-29.8%)   2,277 (-59.5%)  
Title IV 1,494   1,366 (-8.6%)   1,310 (-4.1%)  

Table 35 Bay Consortium WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends The Bay Consortium region experienced a sharp decline in the Title III customer engagements with a 30 percent decline between 2018 and 2019 followed by at 60 percent decline between 2019 and 2020 as shown above.  

 
Figure 32 Hampton Roads Region WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends 

Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 2,289   1,816 (-20.7%)   1,331 (-26.7%)  

Title III 15,392   10,483 (-31.9%)   8,405 (-19.8%)  
Title IV 5,916   5,095 (-13.9%)   4,756 (-6.7%)  

Table 36 Hampton Roads Region WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends The data above shows how Hampton Roads saw a decline in Titles I, III and IV between 2018 and 2020 with Title III customer engagements declining by 45 percent, Title I declining by 45 percent and Title IV having 19 percent fewer engagements. 
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Figure 33 Crater Region WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends 

Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 387   382 (-1.3%)   685 (79.3%)  

Title III 9,709   10,123 (4.3%)   3,307 (-67.3%)  
Title IV 823   807 (-1.9%)   716 (-11.3%)  

Table 37 Crater Region WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends The Crater region saw 2020 Title III visits decline by almost two-thirds compared to 2018 as shown above.  

 
Figure 34 West Piedmont WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends   
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Program   2018 Visits    2019 Visits / Pct Change   2020 Visits / Pct Change  
Title I 583   572 (-1.9%)   475 (-17.0%)  

Title III 8,827   6,632 (-24.9%)   11,316 (70.6%)  
Title IV 886   842 (-5.0%)   667 (-20.8%)  

Table 38 West Piedmont WIOA Program Customer Engagement Trends As seen above, for Title III, West Piedmont experienced a decline in visits in 2019 compared to 2018 but recovered and exceeded 2018 visits in 2020 by almost 2,500 visits.  
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The following table details the on-site assessment for all the comprehensive centers: 
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Close proximity to customer homes/ businesses?  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes16 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Close proximity to public transportation options? No1 Yes2 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes3 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Does the Job Center have adequate parking? Yes Yes Yes Yes4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes5 Yes Yes Yes 
Resources/ technology easy to use & readily available? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

AVAILABLE 
SERVICES                           Phones, free internet & resume writing tools Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes17 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Employment plan development Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes6 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Job training services Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes6 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Career counseling Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes6 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Interview Practice Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes6 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes YesSkills testing Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes18 Yes Yes Yes6 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes7 Yes7Labor market and employer information Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Employment Workshops Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes8 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Supportive Services9  Yes10 Yes Yes11 Yes Yes19 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes12 Yes Hiring events and business service information Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Accessibility for people with disabilities Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Referrals to community resources and other agencies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes13 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Access to CareerOneStop’s ReEmployment website 

Yes Yes Yes14 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Unemployment insurance information Yes Yes Yes15 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Table 39 Comprehensive One-Stop Center Assessment Summary   
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1 Public transportation is not available in this region (Southwest) 

6 Provided via partners (South Boston) 11 DSS comes onsite (Western/Blue Ridge) 16 Average 20-30 people a day - people travel from all around the region (Crater) 
2 Shuttle service/bus line does not cross country lines (Wytheville) 

7 “Workkeys” (Hampton Roads) 12 For Adult Education, DSS comes in once a week. Sheriff reentry is also quite active (Hampton Roads) 
17 Often get requests for MiFis, tablets, etc. which they don't have. Need computer and phone upgrades but cost is prohibitive. (Crater) 

3 Shuttle service/bus line does not cross country lines (Lynchburg) 
8 Partnership with Life Skills Institute location 2 miles from Center (Central Virginia) 

13 Uses internally developed tool to manage referrals (Lynchburg) 18 Hold GED pre and testing, TABE testing, other assessments (Crater) 
4 Overflow parking available in side lot as well as parking garage across the street (Shenandoah) 

9 SNAP, financial assistance, Medicaid, training services, childcare, emergency funds, and other benefits
14 Doesn't use the CareerOneStop site that much. Clients have access to the Internet, so site is available if desired (Western/Blue Ridge) 

19 DSS, DARS, Red Cross on site (Crater)
5 Parking in deck is free but wasn't obvious. Meter parking available on street (Arl.) No obvious exterior signage was visible. Entered building to confirm center was at that facility (Alex.) 

10 DSS available by appointment only (Southwest) 
15 Currently, VEC will not speak to anyone. AJC staff assists with information on how file but that is the limit of services available from the Center (Western/Blue Ridge) 

 

 Given the requirements of the comprehensive center designation, almost all of the responses to the on-site physical assessment were positive with only one exception: the Richlands center is not in close proximity to public transportation as there is no public transportation in the area. Two centers, Lynchburg, and Wytheville, noted that while the center is near public transportation, it does not cross county lines which may create additional challenges for residents in other counties visiting the centers. While there is dedicated parking available at the Harrisonburg center, there have been needs to use the designated overflow parking areas which are in close proximity to the center.  The Henrico center has abundant parking, but it may be appropriate for additional signage indicating parking for the center is in the rear lot as new customers may try to access the center using the front door facing Cedar Fork Rd. and find it locked. Free parking is available near the Arlington center however it was not clearly indicated; metered parking is available for those not aware of the free parking. 
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The signage for the Alexandria location in the Beauregard Professional Center may need to be improved as it was not clear the center was located in the building. Unlike the other centers, the Virginia Career Works logo was not readily visible on the building and this may be due to zoning or other property management restrictions. However, where possible additional signage may add value.  
INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS CENTER REPRESENTATIVES Several open-ended questions were covered during the on-site assessment and responses are summarized in the following information. It should be noted some of the information provided was found to be likely misunderstandings or incorrect assumptions which demonstrate a need for clear and consistent communications where possible which will be noted when applicable.  
SERVICES DELIVERY WAITING PERIOD All the comprehensive centers report anyone can use the technology in the resource rooms regardless of being a registered customer or not. Most interview participants described processes exist within the centers to actively engage those just wanting to use the technology as they believe if a customer needs to use the computers to search for jobs, they may need other services too. For those customers seeking workforce services, the time it takes to receive services from registering to obtaining services varies with the services needed. For example, some centers do not have all the agencies present in the center at all times and existing case load may mean there is a wait up to a couple days to be able to engage with a counselor/case manager. Staff availability due to COVID-19 protocols has also affected the time it takes for a customer to receive services. Some of the centers described a service level agreement between all the agencies in a center to ensure the timely delivery of services. The Richlands center has a 20-minute policy where a customer should not wait more than 20 minutes to meet with a counselor and staff actively monitors how well that target is being met. It was noted not all the agencies in the center have the same level of commitment for delivering services which has created tension in the past. Additional information is provided in the table below. 

Center Regional Feedback on One-Stop Services Delivery
Southwest • Immediately 

New River/Mt Rogers • Depends on services needed by customer; some can be delivered same day other can take around 2 weeks to a max of 30 days primarily due to availability of program representatives 
Western 

Virginia/Blue Ridge 
• Immediately assisted on-site Staff trained to engage customer beyond unemployment needs Follow-up engagements may be necessary depending upon client needs 

Shenandoah Valley • Most appointments are scheduled same day as visit Since COVID-19, virtual coaching is preferred which may delay service delivery due to staff availability (limit of 3-4 sessions per day) 
Crater Area • Basic career services received same day 

• WIOA referrals - within a week 
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Center Regional Feedback on One-Stop Services Delivery
Piedmont • WIOA - get services on day of enrollment 

• DSS - get services same day. However, DSS eligibility can take 10-30 days 
Central VA • Customers view orientation video, complete questionnaire and staff develop a plan and next steps with a goal of contact by career navigator within 24 hours. 

South Central • Goal is same day delivery of services but with COVID-19 protocols, some staff and partners are working remotely 
Capital Region 

Workforce 
Partnership 

• Could be same day depending on service; outside goal of 5 days. 
West Piedmont • Immediate for WIOA needs 

Northern Virginia • Goal is immediate access to resources and partners for WIOA needs 
Alexandria/Arlington • Access to resource room is immediate and can take up to 24-48 for a case manager to be assigned. 

Bay Consortium • Clients can get their initial needs met and start the process to receive services. 
Hampton Roads 

Workforce Council – 
Hampton 

• Goal is immediate access to resources and partners for WIOA needs 
Hampton Roads 

Workforce Council - 
Norfolk 

• Access to resource room is immediate and time to receive services depends on needs and availability of partner agencies 
Table 40 Regional Feedback on One-Stop Services Delivery 

CUSTOMER INTAKE TRACKING All the centers reported capturing information about customers wanting to utilize center resources through a variety of mechanisms such as online forms, custom applications and even via paper. Each region typically developed survey questions and method of tracking, e.g., electronic, paper, etc. although there may be sharing of forms between a few regions. There is likely value in standardizing on the content and delivery mechanism of the customer tracking not necessarily for sharing information across the workforce system but for reduced maintenance efforts and costs. Additional information is provided in the table below. 
Center Regional Feedback on Customer Intake Methods

New River/Mt 
Rogers 

• Unite US for referrals 
• Acuity for scheduling 
• Empower 
• B2B Engage  
• ProjectHub 

Western 
Virginia/Blue Ridge 

• Unite US for referrals 
• Google Forms for customer intake 

Crater Area • Use VOS (VEC runs front desk) 
• Common intake and referral sheets for all partners 

South Central • Spreadsheet-based intake form
• Survey Monkey 

Capital Region 
Workforce 

Partnership 

• VAWC 
• One Flow 
• Network2Work 

West Piedmont • Pre-COVID-19 had customers register via workstation which automatically notified front desk staff but those are no longer used. Staff unclear why change in 
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Center Regional Feedback on Customer Intake Methodsprocess - once use of workstations discontinued, moved to Google forms which also stopped and now paper forms are used. (Danville) 
Northern Virginia • Uses VOS/VAWC to track information but ability to manage data is challenging given there is no single source for all their client needs. 

Hampton Roads 
Workforce Council – 

Hampton 

• VOS/VAWC 
Table 41 Regional Feedback on Customer Intake Methods 

CUSTOMER SATISFACTION TRACKING As with customer intake tracking, all the centers reported tracking customer satisfaction through a variety of mechanisms such as online surveys or paper copies of surveys which are then manually recreated in the online system. Each region developed their customer survey questions and format making comparison between the regions challenging. Similar to the customer intake form, there is likely value in standardizing on the content and delivery mechanism of the customer satisfaction survey across all the regions even though they are legally separate entities. Additional information is provided in the table below. 
Center Regional Feedback on Customer Response Methods

New River/Mt Rogers • Online surveys (paper available upon request) 
• Board publishes results quarterly 

Shenandoah Valley • Electronic surveys during workstation sign-out as well phone and email surveys 
Crater Area • Customer satisfaction survey 

• Business services survey 
Piedmont • Online survey 

Central VA • Surveys (via Survey Monkey) 
South Central • Online survey 

Capital Region 
Workforce 

Partnership 

• Survey 
West Piedmont • In person feedback along with emails 

Northern Virginia • Continuous quality improvement program in place 
Alexandria/Arlington • Microsoft Forms and Survey Monkey but don't find much value in ratings and relies more on comments. 

Hampton Roads 
Workforce Council – 

Hampton 

• Surveys 
Hampton Roads 

Workforce Council - 
Norfolk 

• Surveys with a program for continuous improvement 
Table 42 Regional Feedback on Customer Response Methods 

OPERATING HOURS The operating hours for all the centers are generally the same with the primary hours of operation between 8:30am and 4:30pm although not all partner agencies are available during those hours. There may be occasional changes to the schedule depending on the day of the week.  
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The technology resource room plays a major role in the delivery of workforce services. During the on-site visit, staff reported how the workstations are customized to provide users easy access to workforce resources through methods like bookmarks and shortcuts on the desktop. As the centers are not open on nights and weekends, users who are not able to visit the center during business hours may not have easy access to that information. It might be appropriate for the centers to partner with other organizations, similar to what the Blue Ridge/Western Virginia region did with providing Chromebooks to public libraries, to provide similar access to workforce resources, available after business hours. 
 
SERVICES REQUESTED BY CUSTOMERS Services offered at each of the comprehensive centers are, for the most part, consistent and sufficient for the majority of the user population in need of workforce services. There are some services the One-Stop center staff would like to offer but currently do not have the funding or other resources needed to be able to do so. The services requested can be broken down into two categories: structural services or tactical services. Structural services are those that would require significant investment and collaboration to make them available; the need to be able to address transportation and childcare needs were the two most frequently mentioned services customers want but are unable to get from the workforce centers; housing was the next most requested service followed by soft skills training.  The ability to provide soft skill86 training is implemented inconsistently throughout the regions with some regions reporting they cannot offer them as they are a disallowed cost while others provide such training. Staff in Arlington/Alexandria region indicated the number one reason, in their opinion, for individuals experiencing long term unemployment is the lack of soft skills. LinkedIn’s Global Talent Trends report87 describes how “92% of talent acquisition professionals reported that soft skills are equally or more important to hire for than hard skills. And 89% said that when a new hire doesn’t work out, it’s because they lack critical soft skills.” The Secretary of Labor is currently assessing what training is eligible to be considered as part of the 40 percent mandatory training requirement. Included in that assessment will be a clear explanation of what is covered under “Remedial Training/Pre-Vocational Services” as it appears soft skills falls under that category. Tactical services are those that can quickly be implemented with minimal collaboration required provided funding was available. These include upgrades in technology to the resource centers, e.g., adding cameras to enable customers to do virtual interviews. Staff at the Woodbridge center noted it would be very helpful to provide notary services as customers frequently need to have documents notarized during the hiring process. 

 86 Soft skills are personality traits and behaviors that will help candidates get hired and succeed in their work. Unlike technical skills or “hard” skills, soft skills are interpersonal and behavioral skills that help you work well with other people and develop your career. In this article, learn about soft skills, how they’re different from hard skills and the best soft skills to get hired and find long-term success. (indeed.com) 87 LinkedIn https://www.linkedin.com/business/talent/blog/talent-acquisition/soft-skills-are-hard-to-assess-but-these-steps-can-help 
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Richlands staff reported customers found the food pantry and clothing bank maintained by the staff to be of significant value. The Blue Ridge/Western Virginia region partnered with local non-profits to help individuals needing immediate assistance by providing bus passes, fuel gift cards, car insurance and repairs to help them get to interviews, and gift cards for interview and work-related clothing. Given the successes and impact of these programs, other centers may want to evaluate establishing similar services if not doing so already. Additional information regarding services requested by customers is provided in the table below. 
Center Regional Feedback on Customer Requested Services

Southwest • Transportation and childcare along with other supportive services given not readily available in the area. 
• Without a car, getting employment is impossible. 

New River/Mt Rogers • Access to a dedicated facility with a camera to enable clients to participate in virtual interviews 
• Childcare services availability 
• Transportation 
• Affordable housing availability 

Western 
Virginia/Blue Ridge 

• Support for the homeless 
Shenandoah Valley • Transportation assistance would greatly increase the opportunities for employment 

• Sufficient funding for incumbent worker training (similar to Massachusetts use of rapid response fund) 
Crater Area • Wi-Fi Hotspots and tablets 

Piedmont • Housing 
• Transportation beyond what DSS provides (e.g., gas vouchers, shuttles, emergency funds) 
• Childcare 
• Translation services (Spanish-speaking populations, refugees) 

Capital Region 
Workforce 

Partnership 

• If regional services not directly available, Network2Work is engaged 
West Piedmont • Increase funding for re-entry programs to have a case manager represent the jails.  

• Need to provide better support such as with soft skills training and with getting driver's license as it takes 30 days get license which affects their ability to quickly get a job 
Northern Virginia • Notary services 

• Soft skills training 
Alexandria/Arlington • Soft skills are the main need and as a supportive service is not covered by the 40% training requirement. Believes a lack of soft skills is the biggest reason for long-term unemployment 

Hampton Roads 
Workforce Council - 

Norfolk 

• Transportation 
Table 43 Regional Feedback on Customer Requested Services 

OTHER OPPORTUNITIES During the on-site visits, AJC staff was asked to think of anything they would do differently if all barriers, e.g., funding, were removed. Many of the responses mirrored information provided 
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responses to other questions but there were some items of interest and additional research might be of value. Many of the regions discussed limitations in the current comprehensive/affiliate center model. The federal regulation describes a comprehensive center as “a physical location where job seeker and employer customers can access the programs, services, and activities of all required One-Stop partners. A comprehensive One-Stop center must have at least one Title I staff person physically present” (§361.305). An affiliate center “is a site that makes available to job seeker and employer customers one or more of the One-Stop partners' programs, services, and activities. An affiliated site does not need to provide access to every required One-Stop partner program. The frequency of program staff's physical presence in the affiliated site will be determined at the local level” (§678.310). It should be noted WIOA regulation § 678.315 describes that “Separate stand-alone Wagner-Peyser Act Employment Service offices are not permitted under WIOA.” While Title I staff must be physically present at a comprehensive center there is no correlating requirement that Title III staff must also be present yet in Virginia, the Wagner-Peyser program participants are significantly higher than the Title I participants. Many regions reported they want to be able to serve more customers and ideas that were presented included having smaller centers located in high traffic areas such as business centers and libraries. Several regions want to establish a mobile center that would be able to travel throughout the region and provide customers with access to services including Internet-connected workstations.  AJC staff would like to see additional partners represented in the centers. A comprehensive center must be staffed with Title I representatives (§361.305) and Title III cannot be a standalone office (§678.315). There are no other requirements for partner agencies to be regularly present at a center even though Title IV represents a significant volume of center usage based on the data provided. Often partner agencies are only required to maintain an office within the center but there is no requirement it is actually used. It may be appropriate to require both Title III and Title IV staff be physically present at the facilities during hours of operation as is required of Title I staff. Based on interviews with the DBVI state agency, their program participants require additional considerations that cannot always be met in the centers but when appropriate, it would likely be beneficial to for DBVI to have a presence center. Additional information is provided in the table below. 
Center Regional Suggestions on Possible Workforce Services  

Southwest • Funding for Transportation is more essential than funding for training 
New River/Mt Rogers • More professional development training 

• Increased staff training opportunities 
• Space for employers to train recruits 
• Develop LinkedIn Learning training curriculums for job groups 

Western 
Virginia/Blue Ridge 

• Smaller but more centers 
• Abolish concept of comprehensive and affiliate centers and put them in business hubs 

Crater Area • Dedicated business services staff who can proactively reach out to businesses 
• Pipeline for career pathways 
• Assistance with outreach 
• Upgrade phones and computers. Upgrade Wi-Fi in Emporia. 
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Center Regional Suggestions on Possible Workforce Services  
Piedmont • Make center more portable, go to customers 

• Have more time to build relationships with customers 
• Have more staff available in the community (libraries, etc.) - community resources actually in the community on a regular schedule 
• Want all programs to be accessible in all locations - don't want everyone to have to drive to Charlottesville 

Capital Region 
Workforce 

Partnership 

• Allow for post-placement services longer-term than allowed under WIOA follow up to guarantee greater job retention success. (childcare, transportation etc.). 
Northern Virginia • Would like to deploy WinWay (winway.com) for resume writing on all the resource room workstations as well as Adobe Reader Professional so clients can convert paper and PDF versions of resumes into an editable format (often they have lost the original, editable copy). 

• Install cameras on all workstations to improve client experience 
• Provide notary services 

Alexandria/Arlington • Offer a soft skill boot camp
• Provide reduced free certifications for employee upskilling 

Bay Consortium • Would like to have a dedicated business services representative 
Hampton Roads 

Workforce Council – 
Hampton 

• AJC staff would be supplemented with staffing support from mandated partners
Hampton Roads 

Workforce Council – 
Norfolk 

• Give the Wagner-Peyser funds to regional workforce boards to manage. 
Table 44 Regional Suggestions on Possible Workforce Services During the on-site assessments, information was provided by staff at individual regions that may be of value in enhancing workforce programs, but as it was not supported with feedback from other regions, it was deemed outside the scope of this assessment and documented in Appendix 5: Regional Feedback Outside Scope of Assessment. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMMEDIATE IMPLEMENTATION 

REEVALUATE THE MANAGEMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES OF 
REFERRAL PORTAL Deploying a system such as the referral portal is complex and requires planning, well defined requirements, testing, training and most importantly, clear and consistent communication with all parties, such as the regional boards, management of the One-Stop centers and the portal development team. It appears, based on feedback from the regional directors and the staff at the centers, there are significant opportunities for improvement in most of these areas. As of today, there is widespread dislike of the portal in the regions that needs to be addressed.  The goals of the portal appropriate and once complete, it will add value and improve the customer experience but that requires adoption of the portal at the regional level. Currently, there is little willingness amongst the regions to commit to the portal. The best way to increase the adoption of the portal at the regional level, other than mandating its use, is to address their concerns for 
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functionality and training along with increasing the level of the communication and engagement between all parties.  Increasing engagement and communication with the regional workforce directors will help restore trust. Using the Chair of the Virginia Association of Workforce Directors or a designee as the Agile Product Owner will ensure the planned functionality and deployment schedule meets the needs of the regions and likely increase the adoption of the portal throughout the Virginia workforce community. Enhancing the on-demand training programs for regional staff will enable regional staff to learn how to use the portal without having to schedule training with Title I Administration resources allowing them to focus on other priorities. Improving the portal aligns with the VBWD strategic goal to increase access to the technology needed for the education, training, and career pathway development for Virginia’s workforce of the future. It also aligns with the Combined State Plan goal to help individuals gain access to jobs that pay family-sustaining wages and provide opportunities for career progression by providing equitable and universal service delivery.  
 

REGAIN TRUST AMONGST WORKFORCE PARTNERS State workforce leaders, including Title I Administration, should focus on earning back the trust of regional workforce partners by incorporating their feedback into new policies and providing higher quality engagement and develop a communication strategy for sharing information and proactively gathering feedback. One area of interest reported by regions is the perceived different interpretations of the WIOA concept of “local control” by the regions versus that of the WIOA administration function. It is recommended the Secretariat of Labor establish a workgroup to qualify WIOA’s concept of “local control” for Virginia’s workforce system and how it influences the need for compliance versus innovation and customer engagement. Strategy 1.2 of the VBWD strategic plan for 2020 through 2023 is to evaluate existing Virginia workforce policies and programs to determine effectiveness. Effectiveness is applicable on multiple levels including the customer experience, state compliance with WIOA regulations and impact on regional processes. Incorporating regional feedback aligns with this goal. Communication issues throughout the system created opportunities for misunderstandings and tension which currently impedes opportunities for collaboration. It appears Title I Administration and the regional directors, have preconceived expectations when engaging with each other and this is not likely to change without a concerted effort to do so. Feedback from the regions suggests there is no one to advocate for their needs at the state level. The Title I Administration role should not be expected to serve as a regional advocate as their focus should be compliance and policy. Instead, the State should consider creating a classified position for a workforce “regional advocate” with direct communication with the Secretary of Labor. 
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As the Secretary and Deputy Secretary are appointed by the Governor and can change every four years, the person in this position would cross administrations and provide continuity of understanding of regional processes while serving as an advocate for the regions at the state level and as a peer to the Title I Administrator. Previously the regional directors felt the need to hire a lobbyist to represent their needs at the state level (e.g., extending the transfer of Title III funds to Title I); this position should eliminate the need for that role. 
 

EXAMINE POTENTIAL GAINS COMBINING TITLE I AND TITLE III TOGETHER UNDER 
ONE AGENCY TO HELP STREAMLINE JOB AND TRAINING SERVICES   The State should assess the performance impact of transferring the delivery of WIOA Title III Wagner-Peyser services and related funding to the regional boards during the 2020-2021 program year and consider assignment of funds based on the results of analysis. With the data provided, it was not possible to determine the benefit to the workforce customers from the temporary transfer of the Title III services and funds to the regional boards. Several regional directors believed the regions were able to use the funds more effectively than VEC. The data suggests some regions did see more Title III customers during the funds transfer period, but the impact of the pandemic makes it difficult to discern if this was unique to the time period or because of the funding model. It is clear synergies exist in having Title III and Title I programs work closely together as Title I staff were able to identify additional services for Title III customers previously not considered. Virginia’s model of housing WIOA Title I Administration responsibilities and Title III in separate agencies differs from the model followed by over 80 percent of other states with Titles I and III operating under the same agency. It is recommended consolidating Title I Administration and Title III under a single agency or department. As discussed as part of this assessment, leadership from both WIOA titles agreed centralization under a single entity would allow for more effective and efficient services delivery. Additional analysis is needed to determine whether or not a separate agency should be established or if an existing one should be used. Organizing Titles I and III programs under a single entity aligns with the VBWD strategic Goal 4.3 to “Identify areas of service alignment and overlap” to “Address systemic barriers to workforce success through innovative strategies, policy changes, and investments.” As specified in Governor Kaine’s Executive Order 61 which moved Title I Administration to VCCS, a MOU was established to document the VCCS support agreement with the then Chief Workforce Development Officer, now Secretary of Labor. The MOU does not appear to have been reviewed since the 2008. An assessment of the MOU should be completed to ensure it addresses the current needs and expectations of both the Secretary of Labor and the VCCS.  It should also be noted that since 2017-2018, discussions and analysis have been underway regarding transferring the administration of the Title II Adult Education and Family Literacy program from the Virginia Department of Education to VCCS.  Given several staff members at VCCS are already well versed in the requirements and processes for Title II and both Departments are under the Secretariat of Education, the transition, while complicated, would likely result in more 
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efficient and effective delivery of services once complete. As the analysis is completed for Title I Administration, there may be value in expanding the scope to include the transfer of Title II.  
ALLOCATE STATE FUNDS FOR REGIONAL OUTREACH PROGRAMS The majority of regions reported the general population awareness of the workforce programs available in their area is about 5 to 10 percent. The ability to implement outreach programs is limited by WIOA funding regulations. The State should consider using CARES Act, ARPA or other funds to enable the Virginia Association of Workforce Directors to develop a long-term, coordinated outreach strategy designed to increase awareness of the workforce services in the regions. In having the director’s association develop the plan, this allows them to focus on what methods will work best based upon their combined experiences. Developing campaigns at the individual regional level requires time and expertise that may not be available while a centralized campaign will more likely maximize use of the limited funds. For example, outreach videos and radio spots would only have to be developed once and made available to all the regions.  
FOCUS ON CAREER READINESS, SOFT SKILLS, AND SUPPORT FOR BOTH TRADE AND 
DEGREE PROGRAMS Career readiness, or a lack of it, appears to be a common theme for long-term unemployment. The Virginia Economic Development Partnership, both local and regional Economic development representatives and many of the regional leaders all reported one of the greatest barriers to employment is the lack of soft skills and critical thinking abilities. The problem cannot truly be addressed until the State determines what soft skill training can be included in the 40 percent required training allocation as there are inconsistent practices currently in place within the regions. Efforts by the State are currently underway to address this issue. Also consistently reported by economic development representatives is the need for the workforce programs to focus on trade school programs, e.g., “blue collar tech jobs,” as well as degree programs. Employee preparedness is critical to obtaining the best possible job that provides a sustainable wage along with wraparound services. It was reported trade programs are likely the most cost efficient and effective way to address employee preparedness. All regions may want to consider using video-based training tools already deployed in some regions, e.g., jobshadow.com, that provide a “day in the life” experience so customers know what will be expected of them when they start a new job.  
STANDARDIZE ONE-STOP CUSTOMER DATA COLLECTION METHODS The potential benefits from standardizing processes and procedures where possible include reduced burdens on staff, a better (standard) customer experience and most importantly, improved opportunities for data analysis across the regions. Areas where standardization is likely possible include data collection for customer intake and customer satisfaction. 
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A common intake form was previously deployed in the centers and while the benefits were evident, the model of deploying it on a dedicated workstation limited the adoption of the tool which eventually was discontinued. With many of the regions using online forms such as Google Forms, Microsoft Forms and Survey Monkey to collect intake information as well as customer satisfaction, standardizing on a cloud-based model should be possible to implement with little impact on existing processes. While it would be possible to create a single input form for all regions to use, ownership of the data would need to be established and access controls would need to be established to limit access across the regions. The need exists for customer intake and survey tools outside of the portal as visitors to the One-Stop centers may only use the resource room and not engage with workforce representatives regarding program services. Without capturing these visits, center visitation metrics will not be comprehensive. Rather than following this centralized approach, it would be more practical for the regions to agree on the data that needs to be on the intake and customer satisfaction surveys and then update their forms and processes to use the standard fields. The Regional Workforce Directors Association would have approval authority on the standard fields to ensure buy-in and support and allow for analysis across the regions when desired.  
STREAMLINE RESOURCE ROOM TECHNOLOGY MANAGEMENT All the comprehensive centers offer access to technology such as computers, fax machines, etc. Several centers showed how they customize the workstation desktop with links/shortcuts to information and websites of interest. The Virginia Association of Workforce Directors may want to consider developing a list of shortcuts/links for all the centers as it would provide a consistent customer experience when visiting different centers within regions as well as across regions. Each center is responsible for providing technical support for the components either through staff or a contracted third party. In the centers managed by state agencies, VITA serves as the provider of technical support. Where possible, a standard workstation configuration should be established for all the centers, which may reduce the support burden as well as allow the centers to draw upon the technical expertise in other regions for resolving issues.  The Director of the Department of Deaf and Hard of Hearing (VDDHH) indicated TTY/TYD technology is obsolete, and support is harder to find as manufacturers are no longer making this technology. He recommended the regions consider “The provision of sign language interpreters either face-to-face88, remote video interpreting, video relay service or virtual meetings (e.g., Zoom, GoToMeeting, etc.)” for supporting the deaf and hard of hearing. Under existing processes, when new technology is deployed in a resource room, often a MOU between all the agencies using the resource room is required. The process for getting the MOU approved can delay the deployment of technology while it goes through the review and approval process. If there was a central authority such as the Virginia Association of Workforce Directors that reviewed and approved the technology for all centers, the MOU process would only have to  88 UbiDuo for face-to-face communications is not recommended by the VDDHH due to the cost and ability to use other less expensive options. 
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happen one time and the regions would then be able to decide to deploy technology if appropriate for their needs.   
EXPAND REGIONAL PARTNERSHIPS Expanding the system’s network of partners can make the system as a whole more responsive to the needs of all Virginians. Based on the review of information gathered for this section, PMG recommends the Governor, Secretary of Labor, and VBWD consider including non-traditional partners into the workforce system such as  

• Office of the Chief Diversity Officer 
• Department of Health 
• Office of New Americans 
• Virginia Children’s Ombudsman 
• National job boards like Snag-A-Job and Indeed 
• Public libraries  

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 2022 TO 2025 

ESTABLISH CENTRALIZED DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY OVER WORKFORCE 
SYSTEM While the Governor and the VBWD are the intended centralized authorities over the system, the Virginia workforce development system spans 10 agencies and six Secretariats. Because the workforce programs fall under multiple secretariats and department heads, coordination, collaboration, and state-wide decision making is increasingly challenging. Establishing one secretariat-level authority over the system may create efficiencies that allow the system to respond more quickly in times of rapid change by aligning all partners in strategic planning and implementation, resource allocation, data collection, and situational responses. Several assessment participants reported there are too many workforce players which creates an incohesive workforce structure resulting in challenges in managing and executing workforce programs in the state. There is no single source of authority (outside of the Governor) with responsibility for workforce programs.  Based on the assessment of state oversight, regional operations and the peer states, workforce leaders should explore options to institute one central administrative workforce authority under the Virginia Secretary of Labor. As this would be administrative functions only, it does not alter the role of the Virginia Board of Workforce Development. 
ADDRESS THE NEED FOR CRITICAL WRAPAROUND SERVICES Center staff expressed transportation and childcare services are the most significant employment barriers to their customers. The need for childcare is not limited to those employees working the 
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first shift. Services need to be available for those working 2nd and 3rd shifts and don’t have caregiver options except for paid childcare services, e.g., single parents.  Several regions reported implementing transportation services, but the related costs are significant requiring resources to obtain funding sources such as grants, e.g., Southwest Virginia recently requested $100,000 in ARPA funds to purchase vehicles.  The State should consider using CARES Act or ARPA funding for  
• Supporting the establishment of more childcare providers across the Commonwealth and providing families with affordable and flexible childcare options, and  
• Establishing transportation support services that go beyond the services currently provided by Virginia Department of Social Services (SNAP Employment and Training aka SNAP E&T)  
PROVIDE DEDICATED FUNDING FOR BUSINESS SERVICES  Not all regions fully capitalize on business service teams, primarily due to funding challenges, limiting coordination of teams and services. Several regions reported this coordinator role was likely to be eliminated when there are funding challenges. All regions with business services coordinators discussed how valuable it was to the organization and were enthusiastic when the idea of using dedicated state funds to cover the expense of this position. Based on the estimated salary and benefits data provided by other regions, the estimated cost to the State for funding a dedicated business services coordinator in almost all the regions would be just over $1 million ($1,032,160) with an average salary including benefits being about $80,000 per region. In calculating the estimated costs, the Alexandria/Arlington region was excluded because the position is already funded by the City/County. The State should identify options for providing dedicated funding for business services teams in the regions, e.g., CARES Act or ARPA funds. Using Rapid Response Program funds to cover the position may be a viable option to provide a steady source of funding. Per WIOA (section 133(a)(2)) the Governor may reserve up to 25 percent of the total dislocated worker formula allocation to the state for Rapid Response activities. The Governor determines how much funding will be reserved for Rapid Response activities on an annual basis. A dedicated business services coordinator in the regions would likely support several of the approved Rapid Response Program activities including: 
• Strategic planning, data gathering and analysis designed to anticipate, prepare for, and manage economic change 
• Delivery of solutions to address the needs of businesses in transition, provided across the business lifecycle (expansion and contraction), including comprehensive business engagement and layoff aversion strategies and activities designed to prevent or minimize the duration of unemployment  
• Convening, brokering, and facilitating the connections, networks, and partners to ensure the ability to provide assistance to dislocated workers and their families such as home heating assistance, legal aid, and financial advice; and 
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The current annual allocation of Rapid Response Program funds is $3,508,679. According to information provided by the Title I Administration team, the request from the regions for program funds is generally minimal with the balance carrying over to the next year. Therefore, the costs of the dedicated business services coordinator can likely be covered by this program fund provided the activities are compliant. Providing this funding aligns with the Combined State Plan Goal 2 to “Increase business engagement and deliver value to our business customers by filling jobs in high-demand occupations that are strategic to Virginia’s economy and strengthen Virginia’s regions.” The related strategy for this goal is to “Leverage state and local Business Solutions Teams to ensure coordinated and consistent service delivery.” 
 

REDUCE WORKFORCE SYSTEM BARRIERS AND INCREASE EQUITY, DIVERSITY, AND 
COLLABORATION OPPORTUNITIES The State can increase effectiveness and inclusivity of the workforce system by: 

• Expanding partnerships with the Chief Diversity Officer, corrections, public libraries, the Office of New Americans, and Great Expectations  
• Apply “future search” methodology with the leadership of Snagajob, Indeed, ECPI, and other industry leaders to adjust Virginia workforce policies to be more forward thinking and innovative 
• Exploring Hampton Roads’ success with program to cross-walk military skills with national credentials and if, appropriate, expand to other regions 
• Considering options for expanding Work-Based Learning (WBL) including: 

o expanding efforts to establish WBL experiences at local businesses near Virginia high schools 
o implementing programs to create registered apprenticeships and positions targeting individuals with disabilities within state agencies 
o implementing the proposed Virginia work-based learning portal 

• Considering using state funding for: 
o establishing workforce innovation fund to provide support innovative programs ineligible for federal WIOA funding 
O creating a mobile workforce services platform to bring services to individuals with limited access to job centers possibly collaborating with the DMV through their “DMV 2 Go Mobile Customer Service Centers”. Providing funding for innovative programs aligns with the Combined State Plan Goal 5 to “Reduce workforce system barriers through collaborative integration and innovative solutions” and Strategy 2 to “Leverage discretionary funds and support innovative initiatives to remove barriers to employment (e.g., affordable childcare, transportation, housing).” 
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Additionally, providing funding for an innovation fund aligns with the VBWD Strategic Goal 4 to “Address systemic barriers to workforce success through innovative strategies, policy changes, and investments;” Strategy 4.2 recommends “the Governor and the General Assembly use flexible funding to establish a process to test innovations that address root causes of workforce system barriers.” 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 2026 AND 
BEYOND 

EXPAND OPPORTUNITIES FOR EFFECTIVE REGIONAL SERVICES DELIVERY Currently six regions benefit from being classified as 501c3 organizations and it is recommended the other regions also consider establishing a 501c3 organization to increase opportunities for funding outside of the WIOA regulations.  “One of the primary benefits of being tax-exempt under IRC Section 501(c)(3) is the ability to accept contributions and donations that are tax-deductible to the donor. Additional benefits include, but are not limited to:  
• Exemption from federal and/or state corporate income taxes 
• Possible exemption from state sales and property taxes (varies by state) 
• Ability to apply for grants and other public or private allocations available only to IRS-recognized, 501(c)(3) organizations 
• Potentially higher thresholds before incurring federal and/or state unemployment tax liabilities 
• The public legitimacy of IRS recognition 
• Discounts on US Postal bulk-mail rates and other services”89  A few regions reported having partnerships with local jails. The Northern Virginia region reported having a center located within the jail (paid for by grants) which has been very successful as an effective re-entry program. “In Virginia, approximately 13,000 individuals are released from the prison system each year. That is 13,000 people who are re-entering the labor market with prior criminal convictions.”90 Workforce programs should look to consistently provide services to this population and where possible, partner with other organizations, such as the United Way, who have already established reentry programs. 

ENSURE VIRGINIA WORKFORCE DATA TRUST INTEGRATION WITH ALL WORKFORCE 
PARTNERS During the assessment, it was apparent Virginia, like all of the peer states, faces challenges around data collection, sharing, and evaluation to better inform decisions on policy, program, and practice.  89 https://www.501c3.org 90 United Way https://www.yourunitedway.org/staff-insights/statewide-reentry-program/#bs_tab2474009999999998447 
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State workforce boards have responsibility for evaluating the performance of the system under WIOA. To carry out this responsibility, some of the boards are using more automated analytical tools and increasing their capabilities while relying less on outside consultants. Others are partnering with universities to strengthen their capacity. Most of the states rely heavily on their labor market information (LMI) agency for labor market data and supplement it with external data. Several of the states have invested in creating statewide longitudinal data systems for sharing data across education and workforce systems and state agencies.   The Virginia Workforce Data Trust will serve as the foundation for addressing these challenges as it will ultimately provide access to all the workforce systems of record. Along with developing the data foundation, the data trust should enable external workforce partners, e.g., Network2Work and Unite US, to develop additional functionality not available with current systems of record that will allow the regions to analyze workforce data and provide services offered to workforce customers. 
 

CREATE GREATER ALIGNMENT OF POLICY WITH LOCAL LABOR MARKETS Establishing local workforce boards and determining the geographic boundaries of local workforce areas are important roles of the governor required under WIOA. Across the peer states, most of the workforce area boundaries reflect historical precedent. Under WIOA, governors are also charged with establishing local planning regions. Peer states have approached this in different ways to improve services to individuals and employers, including establishing a regional planning unit structure over the state's workforce areas, evolving planning hubs across workforce areas, and designating the workforce areas as planning regions.   Virginia workforce leaders should assess whether the current workforce areas are structured to optimize services to individuals, particularly underserved populations, and employers, and determine if services and outcomes could improve with a different structure including regional planning units. Included in the assessment should be an exploration of the benefits of creating greater alignment of policy with local labor markets by implementing a Regional Planning Unit (RPU) model similar to California designating regions based on economic factors, political jurisdictions, existing Local Board boundaries, and other workforce boundaries like community college regions. 
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CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS As part of the Peer State analysis, two recommendations were identified that should be on-going, rather than a specific implementation window, as they are basic principles needed for an effective workforce system.   
PERIODIC REVIEW OF THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE VIRGINIA BOARD OF 
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT Under WIOA, state workforce boards are tasked with advising the governor on the workforce supply and demand needs of the state, recommending policies to address those needs, and assessing the performance of the workforce system in meeting those needs. Across the peer states, governors have recognized the importance of this advisory role and many states have strengthened the board's role and, in some cases, expanded their responsibilities. On a regular basis, workforce leadership should assess whether the Virginia Board of Workforce Development is optimally positioned to carry out its advisory and oversight roles in support of achieving the governor's workforce vision and explore whether additional support and/or engagement from the governor's office could increase the board's effectiveness.   
DIVERSITY, EQUITY, AND INCLUSION The impacts of the pandemic and the reckoning of social justice issues during this past year and a half have spotlighted entrenched disparities and elevated diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) as a top priority across the peer states. The states have taken a more systemic approach to addressing these challenges by making changes in policy, programs, guidance, and funding. Some have also assessed their state and local workforces, and implemented changes to address DEI gaps, including establishing regular communication channels to report on progress. On an ongoing basis, there needs to be an assessment of the state’s workforce policies, programs, and service delivery through a DEI lens for gaps and engage all levels of the system in solutions while regularly communicating progress to all involved parties. The assessment should include reviewing state and local staffing to determine where there may be DEI gaps in leadership and staffing at all levels and make the necessary changes to address identified gaps.  
 

ALIGNING RECOMMENDATIONS WITH WORKFORCE GOALS See Appendix 7: Aligning Recommendations with Workforce Goals for a list of the recommendations and the corresponding Virginia Board of Workforce Development goals and those of the Combined State Plan. 
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APPENDIX 1: NAMES OF WORKFORCE PARTNERS INTERVIEWED 
Workforce Partner Representative(s)

Former Secretaries of Commerce and Trade 
 

Michael Schewel Patrick Gottschalk Todd Haymore  
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee 

(JLARC) 
Tracey Smith, Associate Director 

Local Government Officials 
The Honorable Martha Hooker (Western Virginia)The Honorable Angela Kelly-Wiecek (Capital Region) Jeffrey C. McKay (Northern Virginia)  

Local Workforce Board Chairs 

Steven Ray, PiedmontAlberto Marino, Alexandria / Arlington  Mark Johnson, Hampton Roads/Peninsula Nat Marshall, Central VA Adam Wright, West Piedmont  Jeff Stapel, Shenandoah 
National Association of Workforce Development 

Professionals 
Larry Brunson, State Director CWDP / City of Suffolk Workforce Dev. Center 

Peer States 

State of Alabama’s Governor’s Office of Education and Workforce Transformation California Workforce Development Board Colorado Department of Labor and Employment State of Indiana’s Governor's Workforce Cabinet Office of North Carolina Governor Roy Cooper Washington Training and Education Coordinating Board 
Senior Strategic Advisor Wilder School Bill Leighty

Virginia Community College System (VCCS) 
WIOA Title I Administration 

George Taratsas, Federal Workforce Development Programs Administrator Dr. Yolanda Crewe, WIOA Programs Director 
Virginia Department for Aging and Rehabilitative 

Services (DARS) 

Dale Batten, Deputy Commissioner, Division of Rehabilitative Services  Glenn Easter, Senior Budget Analyst 
Virginia Department for the Blind and Vision 

Impaired (DBVI) 
Rick Mitchell, Deputy Commissioner Pam Cato, Director of Workforce Services 

Virginia Department for the Deaf and Hard of 
Hearing (VDDHH) 

Eric Raff, Director
Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC) Scott Richeson, Deputy Director, Division of Programs, Education and Reentry 
Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) 

George Willcox, Director - Operations & Accountability Dr. Heidi Silver-Pacuilla, Adult Education Coordinator 
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Virginia Department of Labor and Industry (DOLI) 
Patricia Morrison, Director of the Division of Registered Apprenticeship Sean McCusty, Alignment Director 

Virginia Department of Social Services (DSS) 

Diane Pabich, Associate Director of Operations at Department of Social Services Julie Jacobs, Workforce Services Manager Monique Majeus, Business Analyst Karyn Thornhill, Economic Assistant and Employment Consultant Robert Omwenga, Workforce Development Program Consultant 
Virginia Department of Veterans Services (DVS) Annie Walker, Commissioner 

Virginia Economic Development Partnership (VEDP)
Tim Stuller, Vice President Talent SolutionsDebbie Melvin, Assistant Vice President Talent Solutions 

Virginia Employment Commission (VEC) 

Jeff Ryan, Deputy Commissioner Jason Brown, Deputy Comm. for Workforce/EIA  Michael Okuley, Manager  Jimmy Price, Manager 

Virginia Workforce Regions 

Alexandria/Arlington - David Remick  Bay Consortium - Jackie Davis Blue Ridge - Morgan Romeo Capital - Brian Davis Central - Traci Blido Crater – Not interviewed Hampton Roads - Shawn Avery New River/Mt. Rogers - Marty Holliday Northern Virginia - David Hunn Piedmont - Sarah Morton Shenandoah Valley - Sharon Johnson South Central - Debra Crowder Southwest - Aleta Spicer Western Piedmont - Tyler Freeland 
Table 45 Workforce Assessment Agency/Partner Contacts 

Local Economic Development Representatives Surveyed 
Organization Representative Role 

Abingdon Town Triplett, Tonya Community Development Director 
Accomack County Rohde, Stella Economic Development Chairman 
Albemarle County Newberry, Johnathan Economic Development Coordinator 
Alexandria Economic Dev. 
Partnership Landrum, Stephanie President & Chief Executive Officer 
Alleghany County Huber, Peter Interim County Administrator
Amelia County Harvie, A. Taylor County Administrator
Amherst County Bryant, Jeremy Director of Planning & Development 
Appomattox County Roark, Johnnie Director of Community Development 
Arlington County Tucker, Telly Director of Arlington Economic Development 
Ashland Town Amos, Nora Director of Planning & Community Development 
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Organization Representative Role 

Augusta County Castle, Rebekah Director of Economic Development & Marketing 
Bath County Harrison, Ashton County Administrator 
Bath County Economic Dev. Authority Wood, Joe Chairman, Economic Development Authority 
Bedford County Bailey, Pamela Acting Economic Development Director 
Berryville Town Dunkle, Christy Assistant Town Manager/Planner 
Blacksburg Partnership Cassell, Ann President
Bland County Workman, Eric County Administrator
Botetourt County McFadyen, Kenneth Economic Development Director 
Bristol City Detrick, Jay City Planner
Brunswick County Reynolds, Alfreda Director of Economic Development 
Buchanan County Fields, Matthew Director of Marketing and Tourism 
Buckingham County Edmondston, Nicci Zoning Administrator & Economic/Community Planning Director
Buena Vista City Roberts, Tom Director of Planning & Community Development 
Campbell County Rezai, Nina Economic Development Manager 
Caroline County Wilson, Gary Economic Development Director 
Charles City County Johnson, Michelle County Administrator
Charlottesville City Engel, Chris Director Economic Development 
Chesapeake City Wright, Steven Director of Economic Development 
Chesterfield County Hart, Garrett Director of Economic Development 
Clarke County Hart, Felicia Director of Economic Development & Tourism 
Colonial Heights City Epps, Karen Economic Development Director 
Culpeper County Sheridan, Phil Economic Development Director 
Culpeper Town Read, Paige Director of Tourism & Economic Development 
Danville City Teague Bobe, Corrie Economic Development Director 
Dayton Town Roche, Meggie Economic Development Manager 
Dickenson County Sykes, Mitzi Industrial Development Authority Director 
Dinwiddie County Ingram, Morgan Economic Development Director 
Emporia City Hawthorne, Beverley Community & Economic Development Manager 
Fairfax City Bruno, Christopher Director of Economic Development 
Fairfax County Economic Dev. 
Authority Riley, Catherine Vice President, Business Investment 
Falls Church City Witsman, Becky Economic Development Division Chief 
Fauquier County Pullen, Beverly Interim Director of Economic Dev./Business Coordinator 
Fluvanna County Rothamel, Bryan Economic Development Coordinator 
Franklin County Simms, Elizabeth Economic Development Director 
Frederick County Economic Dev. 
Authority Michaels, Sally Business Retention Manager 
Fredericksburg City Freehling, Bill Director, Economic Development & Tourism 
Gloucester County Ripley, Elizabeth Economic Development Coordinator 
Gloucester County Spring, Sherry Director of Economic Development 
Goochland County Hunter, Jo Ann Deputy County Admin. for Community & Economic Dev. & Public Utilities 
Grayson County Caudill, Carl Director of IT/Economic Development/GIS 
Greene County Yost, Alan Economic Development Director 
Greensville County Slate, Natalie Director, Economic Development 
Halifax Cty. Industrial Dev. Authority Davidson, J. Michael Interim Director
Hampton City Rigney, Charles Director of Economic Development 
Hanover County Thomas, E. Linwood Economic Development Director 
Harrisonburg City Shull, Brian Economic Development Director 
Henrico Cty. Economic Dev. Authority Romanello, Anthony Executive Director of the Henrico Economic Development Authority
Herndon Town Holste, Dennis Economic Development Manager 
Isle of Wight County Morello, Christopher Director of Economic Development 
James City County Johnson, Christopher Director of Economic Development 
King & Queen County Miller, Ed Director of Economic Development 
King George County Minor, Nick Director of Economic Development & Tourism 
Lee County Johnson, Richard Community and Economic Development Director 
Leesburg Town Seymour, Russell Director of Economic Development 
Loudoun County Rizer, Buddy Executive Director of Economic Development 
Louisa County Wade, Andy Director of Economic Development & Tourism 
Lunenburg County Newton, Taylor Director of Planning and Economic Development
Lynchburg City Upshur, Marjette Director of Economic Development 
Madison County Gardner, Tracey Economic Development & Tourism Director 
Manassas City Small, Patrick Director of Economic Development 
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Organization Representative Role 

Manassas Park City O'Dell, Calvin Director of Community Development Director & Public Works
Marion Town Heath, Ken Community & Economic Development Director 
Martinsville City Martin, Chad Vice Mayor
Martinsville City McCaskill, Mark Director of Community Development 
Mecklenburg County Kellett, Angela Economic Development Director 
Montgomery County Hamilton, Brian Economic Development Director 
Nelson County Kelley, Maureen Economic Development Director 
New Kent County Smolnik, Matthew Director of Economic Development 
Newport News City Kingston, Florence Director of Economic Development 
Norfolk City Chalk, Jared Director of Economic Development 
Orange County Deal, Rose Director of Economic Development 
Page County Long Fox, Nina Director of Economic Development and Tourism 
Patrick County Simmons, Bryce Economic Development Director 
Petersburg City Tabor, Reginald Director of Planning & Community Development 
Pittsylvania County Rowe, Matthew Director of Economic Development 
Poquoson City Callis, Dave Director of Economic Development 
Portsmouth City Moore, Robert Director of Economic Development 
Powhatan County Salerno, Roxanne Economic Development Program Manager 
Prince Edward County White, Chelsey Director of Economic Development, Tourism and Grants
Prince George County Stoke, Jeffrey Director of Economic Development/Deputy County Administrator
Prince William County Flynn, Thomas Director Business Development & Investment 
Pulaski County Solomon, Michael Economic Development Director 
Radford City Repass, Kimberly Economic Development Director 
Richmond City Sledge, Leonard Economic Development Director 
Roanoke City Nelson, Marc Director, Economic Development 
Rocky Mount Town Pinard, Daniel Cultural & Economic Development Director 
Scott County Kilgore, John Executive Director, Virginia Economic Development Authority!
Shenandoah County French, Jenna Director of Tourism & Economic Development 
Spotsylvania County Sanders, Deborah Acting Director/Deputy Director of Economic Development
Stafford County Holden, John Director of Economic Development and Tourism 
Staunton City Vaughn, William Economic Development Director 
Strasburg Town Hilton, Olivia Interim Director of Community Development 
Suffolk City Byrd, Gregory Acting Director of Economic Development 
Surry County Jabri, Panayiotis Economic Development Director 
Tazewell County Danielson, Timothy Director of Economic Development 
Virginia Beach City Adams, Taylor Director of Economic Development 
Warren County Logan, Taryn Planning Director/Acting Economic Development Director
Washington County Boswell, Jason Director of Community Development 
Waynesboro City Hitchin, Gregory Director of Economic Development 
Williamsburg City DeWitt, Michele Economic Development Director 
Winchester City Hershberger, Shawn Development Services Director 
Wise County  Snodgrass, Carl Economic Development Director 
York County Noel, James Economic Development Director 

Table 46 Local Economic Development Representatives Surveyed 

Regional Economic Development Representatives Surveyed 
Organization Representative Role 

Southwest Virginia's e-Region Belcher, Jonathan Executive Director 
Virginia's Industrial Advancement Alliance Lewis, Joshua Executive Director 
Onward New River Valley Jewell, Charlie Executive Director 
Roanoke Regional Partnership Doughty, Beth Executive Director 
Lynchburg Regional Business Alliance Lucas, Megan CEO & Chief Economic Development Officer
Southern Virginia Regional Alliance Green, Linda Director of Economic Development
Virginia’s Growth Alliance Reed, Jeffrey Executive Director 
Central Virginia Partnership Cauthen, Helen President 
Fredericksburg Regional Alliance (Fredregion) Roberts, Curry President 
Northern Neck Chesapeake Bay Region Partnership Davis, Jerry AICP, Executive Director 
Middle Peninsula Alliance Povar, Elizabeth Principal Officer 
Greater Williamsburg Partnership Gilbreath, Voncile   
Virginia’s Gateway Region Boswell, Keith President and CEO 

Table 47 Regional Economic Development Representatives Surveyed 
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APPENDIX 2: COMPREHENSIVE AMERICAN JOB CENTER ON-SITE 
ASSESSMENT 

Region Center Date of Visit 
Southwest Richlands 8/18/2021 
New River/Mt Rogers Wytheville 8/17/2021 
Western Virginia/Blue Ridge Roanoke 8/18/2021 
Shenandoah Valley Harrisonburg 8/19/2021 
Crater Area Petersburg 08/31/2021 
Piedmont Charlottesville 09/03/2021 
Central VA Lynchburg 8/18/2021 
South Central South Boston 8/17/2021 
Capital Region Workforce 
Partnership 

Henrico 07/23/2021 
West Piedmont Danville/Martinsville91 8/17/2021 
Northern Virginia Woodbridge 8/19/2021 
Alexandria/Arlington Arlington/Alexandria91 8/19/2021 
Bay Consortium Fredericksburg 8/6/2021 
Hampton Roads Workforce Council Hampton 8/16/2021 
Hampton Roads Workforce Council Norfolk 8/16/2021 

Table 48 PMG Comprehensive Center On-Site Assessment Schedule   

 91 Survey completed for both centers at the same time 
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APPENDIX 3: VIRGINIA WORKFORCE DATA TRUST   

 
Figure 35 Virginia Workforce Data Trust Systems          
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APPENDIX 4: REGIONAL FEEDBACK ON 40% TRAINING 
REQUIREMENT 

Center Regional Feedback on 40% Training Requirement
Southwest • Role of VCCS as primary training provider potentially creates biases 

• VCCS implementation of "Single Stop" programs creating confusion for clients needing services 
New River/Mt Rogers • Money would be better used for wraparound services 

Western 
Virginia/Blue Ridge 

• Understand intent but implementation is restrictive and not implemented consistently 
Shenandoah Valley • Requirement has forced the region to close 2 centers and reduce staffing

• Region is more focused on supporting customers than complying with the requirement 
• Believes Florida and Illinois have a much broader interpretation of requirement. 

Piedmont • Want more flexibility on what qualifies as training 
• Almost impossible to get to 40% right now due to all the funding options for training 
• Want it to be easier to get on eligible provider training list and don't want to have to recertify trainers every year 
• Want to be able to provide services to customers who don't qualify for priority services but still need services 

Central VA • The G3 program is creating confusion given the requirement for participants to repay funding if they don't complete the programs versus Title I which waives the completion requirement. 
• If G3 becomes the predominant training program, it will be very difficult to attain the 40% requirement. 

West Piedmont • Intent is good but sends funds back to VCCS 
• Required to find outside funding for training related to soft skills for which there is a significant need 

Alexandria/Arlington • Not concerned about hitting requirement and penalties are not an issue 
Table 49 Regional Feedback on 40% Training Requirement 



     Page 116   Workforce Systems Evaluation 

APPENDIX 5: REGIONAL FEEDBACK OUTSIDE SCOPE OF 
ASSESSMENT 

Center Response 
Western 

Virginia/Blue Ridge 
• It was noted that Roanoke is providing support for customers in other regions, e.g., Lynchburg, Danville, Martinsville, coming to the center for services. They provide support for customers living working in the area as well as those living elsewhere but working in the region. 
• Staff believe Virginia has the most basic version92 of the VOS/VAWC system and updates are driven by the enhancements requested by other states, e.g., Florida.  
• Maher & Maher (mahernet.com) career training modules 

Shenandoah Valley • Feedback on the existing VOS/VAWC system was provided related to outdated user interface, cumbersome processes. Assisting clients with VOS remotely was challenging. The required document naming convention is considered outdated and is a burden and a staff training issue 
Piedmont • Albemarle DSS created a community resource guide with 145 community services updated regularly. Not something all local DSS offices have.  

• Want better information to provide to UI applicants so they know what documents to bring with them to their first appointment 
• Charlottesville AJC VEC staff developed a method for responding to all customers within 72 hours, even when the Center was closed. They used a matrix for resolving issues and giving customers next steps. 
• In Piedmont, economic development and workforce development are under the same roof enabling good collaboration and communication 
• VEC staff completed trauma-informed training at Center manager's suggestion. Said it was helpful when working with customers. 

Alexandria/Arlington • Reliance on community colleges for training is minimal as there are an abundance of other options in the area 
• Training requests are declining as customers are less interested in getting training 

Table 50 Regional Feedback Outside the Scope of Assessment 

 92 PMG researched this claim and in talking with Geographic Solutions learned VOS/VAWC system is module-based, and Virginia has licensed most of their 70 modules. It is not known how many of the modules have been implemented. There is likely an opportunity to inform regions how the VOS/VAWC system is deployed and managed to correct any misperceptions. 
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APPENDIX 6: SELECTED EXCEPTS FROM GOVERNOR KAINE’S 
EXECUTIVE ORDER 6193 In 2008, Governor Kaine issued Executive Order 61, “CHIEF WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT OFFICER COORDINATION OF WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY, CROSS-CABINET COLLABORATION AND THE ROLE OF THE VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM.”   The following are relevant excepts detailing the transition of Title I Administration from VEC to VCCS.  “By virtue of the authority vested in me as Governor under Article V of the Constitution of Virginia and under the laws of the Commonwealth, including but not limited to Chapter 1 of Title 2.2 of the Code of Virginia, and subject to my continuing and ultimate authority and responsibility to act in such matters, I hereby assign authority for carrying out the state’s responsibilities under Chapter 4.2 of Title 2.2, Sections 2.2-2669, 2.2-2670, 2.2-2674.1, 2.2-435.6 and 2.2-435.7, and under Chapter 16 of Title 23, Section 23-215, regarding the coordination of workforce development and workforce training as set forth herein.”  I hereby affirm and delegate to my Chief Workforce Development Officer (hereafter referred to as “Officer”) the powers and duties enumerated below.  5. Oversee, in cooperation with the Secretaries of Administration, Commerce and Trade, Education and Finance the transition of the WIA from the Virginia Employment Commission (VEC) to the Virginia Community College System (VCCS) to ensure the Commonwealth’s compliance with federal and state laws and regulations. 6. Coordinate with the VCCS and the U.S. Department of Labor in the development of the appropriate waivers to improve the effectiveness of the workforce delivery system and to assist the VCCS in its role as coordinator of workforce training. 12.  Maximize the education and training role of the VCCS at the One-Stop level, contingent on available resources. 13.  Enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the VCCS for staff support for the Officer to be funded by the WIA Governor’s statewide discretionary funds. 14. At the direction of the Governor and in cooperation with the Virginia Community College System and the Workforce Sub Cabinet, the Officer shall establish a network of regional workforce planning and implementation representatives to work with businesses in the Commonwealth to plan for and respond to regional workforce needs. Such representatives will work with regions in the state, in cooperation with the Virginia Community College System, local One-Stop partners, and local and regional economic development agencies for the purpose of being the focal point for anticipating and filling business workforce needs.   Duties of Cabinet Secretaries 8. No later than July 1, 2008, the Senior Advisor, in cooperation with the Secretaries of Education and Commerce and Trade, the VCCS and the VEC shall develop and sign a MOU that shall include comprehensive coordinated transition plans for moving the WIA from the VEC to the VCCS. This MOU shall include provisions for all WIA grants, leading to final reports from the sixteen Workforce Investment Areas and their subcontractors and other agencies funded with WIA statewide funds and WIA National Emergency Grants (NEG) and Workforce Innovation in Regional Economic Development (WIRED) grants. The transition plan shall be developed in consultation with the Department of Accounts, the Department of Planning and Budget and the Department of Human Resources Management. 

 93 http://digitool1.lva.lib.va.us:8881/R/9FGFJFSIRTQTL8KB6UNMIB2U8SF7QM7DYMDMLCGBYABUCIUIEQ-01015?func=results-jump-full&set_entry=000071&set_number=207839&base=GEN01 
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APPENDIX 7: ALIGNING RECOMMENDATIONS WITH 
WORKFORCE GOALS 

Timeline Recommendation Goal AlignmentImmediate Reevaluate the management strategy of the referral portal • VBWD Goal #3 
• CSP Goal #1 Immediate Regain trust amongst workforce partners • VBWD Goal #1Immediate Examine potential gains combining Title I and Title III together under one agency to help streamline job and training services • VBWD Goal #4
• CSP Goal #1 
• CSP Goal #5 Immediate Allocate state funds for regional outreach programs • CSP Goal $4 Immediate Focus on career readiness, soft skills, and support for both trade schools and degree programs • CSP Goal #2 
• VBWD Goal #2 Immediate Standardize One-Stop customer data collection methods • CSP Goal #1
• VBWD Goal #3 Immediate Streamline One-Stop resource room technology management • CSP Goal #1
• VBWD Goal #3 Immediate Expand regional partnerships • CSP Goal #4 
• VBWD Goal #1    2022 - 2025 Establish centralized decision-making authority over workforce system • CSP Goal #5 
• VBWD Goal #4 2022 - 2025 Address the need for critical wraparound services • CSP Goal #5 
• VBWD Goal #4 2022 - 2025 Provide dedicated funding for business services • CSP Goal #2
• VBWD Goal #1 2022 - 2025 Reduce workforce system barriers and increase equity, diversity, and collaboration opportunities • CSP Goal #5 
• VBWD Goal #4    2026 and Beyond Expand opportunities for effective regional services delivery • CSP Goal #4 
• VBWD Goal #1 2026 and Beyond Ensure workforce data trust integration with all workforce partners • CSP Goal #1 
• VBWD Goal #3 2026 and Beyond Create greater alignment of policy with local labor markets • VBWD Goal #1
• CSP Goal #2    Continuous Improvement Periodic review of responsibilities of the Virginia Board of Workforce Development • VBWD Goal #4
• CSP Goal #5 Continuous Improvement Diversity, equity, and inclusion • VBWD Goal #4 
• CSP Goal #5 

Table 51 Assessment Recommendations and Workforce Goal Alignment  


