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The Workforce Board adopted the Washington Workforce Compact in Bremerton on September 26, 2007. The Compact includes the following regarding barrier removal:
Sometimes, the barriers that stand in the way of our customers achieving their goals are of our own making. Not that they are intentional. But sometimes, following individual program objectives bump up against the policies or practices of another program in a way that is less than optimal for our customers. For example, the administrative rules of one program may make sense in the context of that program, but when put together with the administrative rules of another program, customers may be faced with conflicting sets of procedures.
The partners to this Compact commit to a collective effort to identify and remove government or other barriers that stand in the way of serving our customers. Such barriers may include, but are not limited to policies, practices, regulations, or performance measures. What appear as barriers may exist for a good reason. This must be considered. But we commit to identifying and removing those barriers that don’t make sense from the perspective of the goals we are trying to achieve for our customers.

Since September 2007, partners to the Compact have been pursuing information from their constituency groups to identify significant cross-program barriers. Over 80 individuals from throughout the state responded to a barriers survey distributed by the Board’s Interagency Committee (IC). The survey asked stakeholders to identify barriers, explain their importance and the reasons for their existence, and indicate what would need to be done to remove the barriers.
An additional 30 individuals responded to the barriers survey while attending the Workforce and Economic Development 2007 Leadership Conference.
Members of the Workforce Board’s IC reviewed all of the barrier survey responses at a special IC meeting on December 4, 2007. The responses were grouped into general categories of education, apprenticeship, employment and training, WorkFirst, and WorkSource. IC members met again on December 20, 2007 to continue the group’s analysis of the barriers, giving particular attention to identified barriers that span more than one program and/or more than one agency. Four categories of cross-agency barriers emerged from this study:
1. The Need for Staff Cross-Training

Stakeholders, responding to the barrier survey, report a lack of communication among and between program providers in the workforce development system. Survey respondents reported that college and WIA (all four titles) program operators do not have a clear understanding of each other’s roles, that they are unclear of participant eligibility requirements when referring customers, and that they are not aware of how other programs measure outcomes. Survey respondents reported that partners often do not understand each other’s scope of work, program options, and range of customer services.
Measurable goals, achievement and outcomes are consistently the least understood and the topic of most interest to cross-agency partners. There are misunderstandings and misinformation about performance expectations that limit partnerships. Survey respondents recommend providing “in-service” training to frontline staff, and to supervisors and managers on a regular basis to reduce instances of misunderstandings and misinformation.
Customers are the ones to suffer when they don’t get the full picture of community services. Lack of cross-program knowledge by staff is a barrier to integration. Poor communication and information sharing impacts the system’s ability to leverage funding and hampers overall effectiveness. Without frequent sharing of information among education and workforce development partners, customers can miss out on training opportunities that most closely fit their interests and aptitudes. A well meaning counselor with too narrow of an understanding of cross-program access routes to regional resources (timely referral for enrollment in a customized training project for example) can inhibit customer choice and restrict the choice to a narrower band of more familiar options.
Staff cross-training is always a challenge because of staff turnover and program complexity. It is difficult to arrange in-service for large groups of staff who are responsible for front-line attention to customers. Despite the difficulties, there are many examples of community partners purposely scheduling regular cooperative meetings for comprehensive updates and for group discussion of emerging grants and program changes. When issues arise, community partners form subcommittees or teams to resolve issues and improve cross-program processes.
Organizational culture is responsible for other barriers to better integrating services for shared customers. Communication and familiarity comes from people getting to know each other. Example of barrier reduction: Partners in the King County WorkSource System are scheduling regular coordination meetings in several “neighborhoods” within King County (rather than county-wide) in order to directly involve more cross-agency staff. King County colleges developed a matrix showing Opportunity Grant pathways at each of the colleges in King County so that community partners have an at-a-glance reference document.
Reducing the communication barrier requires leadership. In the spirit of the Compact,  Workforce Board members may want to assign the IC to identify best practices in staff cross-training and to identify resources to support the costs of implementing successful cross-agency training models.
2. The Need for Streamlined “Co-enrollment” Processes

Co-enrolling participants in more than one workforce development program reduces access barriers. Co-enrollment provides customers with greater opportunities to access needed support services, employability services, and training. Co-enrolling participants allows participating program managers to leverage their funds. Participant outcomes can be a win-win for two or more programs that arrange co-enrollments.
By comparison, a stand-alone program may have a narrow program mission, an operating budget with allowable cost limitations, a restricted range of services. 

A number of individuals, responding to the barriers survey, point out that program partners and customers could further benefit from streamlined co-enrollment processes.  Specifically, co-enrollment would improve communication and tracking of shared customers. The primary tactic for establishing a co-enrollment process is to streamline eligibility procedures or create a universal application to be shared across programs (like Washington’s Unified Business Identifier and Master Application for business licenses/permits). Streamlining would include culling paperwork and also eliminating duplication of data collected from customers. Ideally, electronic applications would be used so that information can be shared among partners for referrals and case management.

Possible Outcomes from Removing this Barrier:
· Improved timeliness of customer service (less time the customer has to take to find info and fill out paperwork).

· The universal application would allow customer to apply in one place for a number of services and eliminate unnecessary trips to different service providers. 

· Information about each customer would be equally and easily available to all partners for purposes of referrals. 

3. Performance Measures

Many respondents to the barrier survey mentioned inconsistent and sometimes conflicting performance measures across programs. They feel that different programs have different performance measures that often send inconsistent signals to program staff as to the outcomes on which they should be focusing. They believe these signals are sometimes at cross purposes.

One of the major reasons why the Workforce Board was created in 1991 was to address the lack of consistent performance measures across the programs in the workforce development system. Throughout the mid-nineties, the Board worked on this issue with the help of the interagency committee, the Performance Management for Continuous Improvement (PMCI) Workgroup. In 1996, the Board adopted common goals and state core measures for the programs in the workforce development system. The Workforce Board regularly reports the results of programs using the five state core measures, as well as other performance measures.

Even though there are five state core measures that are applied to measure the performance of the programs in the workforce development system, many program staff still feel there are not consistent measures and the lack of consistency creates problems for serving customers. Why is this? There are a number of possible explanations, each of which probably contributes to this barrier.
· There has been no concerted effort to communicate to program staff regarding the five core state measures since the late 1990s.
· Each program has its own additional measures, often measures required by a federal law and/or regulation. These measures are not always consistent with one another. We and the National Governors’ Association, among other organizations, have been working with Congress to adopt the common Integrated Performance Information (IPI) measures for as many programs as possible in order to address this problem.

· Programs have adopted management measures to track their shorter term progress, including measures for the Governor’s Government, Management, Accountability, and Performance (GMAP) initiative. Examples of management measures include the WorkSource Management Indicators and the SBCTC Student Success Indicators. The management measures of different programs may be or appear to be inconsistent with one another, or with the state core measures or federal required measures.
The Board could address this barrier through an interagency communication effort regarding the state core indicators, and an interagency effort to assess whether there are inconsistencies in program  management measures that create problems for serving common customers.
4. Co-locate Staff Among Workforce Partners
A major strategy to efficiently serve customers of multiple programs is to co-locate staff from the programs at each other’s location.  A prime example of  co-location is the placement of Employment Security WorkSource staff on community and technical college campuses, although co-location could be the other way around—college staff at WorkSource Centers—and could involve different programs.  

Historically, the Employment Security Department (ESD) co-located WorkSource staff at most all of Washington's community and technical college campuses. Co-located services were provided by an ESD employee funded jointly between ESD and the college. The co-located staff assisted students with jobs search, referral, and placement; determined eligibility for ESD programs such as tuition vouchers for dislocated workers; verified student eligibility for worker retraining services; and had access to all ESD databases and monitoring systems. The ESD funding for co-location ended July 1, 2004. Since then some colleges have been working with local WorkSource offices to develop data sharing agreements and/or personal service contracts to verify student eligibility for worker retraining services and related needs.
College staff, responding to the barriers survey, recommend barrier removal by reinstating funding for co-location of ESD staff on campuses. They reported “high value” on the streamlining created through the partnership. The State Board for Community and Technical Colleges currently funds this function at $23,800 per year per college, which is insufficient to carry even a part-time staffer. In 2006, 11 colleges had co-located ESD staff on campuses, 4 of which were part-time. Seventeen college districts did not have co-located ESD staff.  
Next steps: Board members are encouraged to discuss these four barriers, consider the ones that should be targeted, and propose steps that should be taken to address the barrier(s).
In the spirit of the Compact, agencies are actively taking action to break down cross-agency and cross-program barriers. On January 31, 2008, panelists will report on recent barrier removal accomplishments. Workforce Board staff plan to catalogue future successful actions to remove barriers and, periodically, report on these accomplishments to the Board.
Board Action Required: None. For discussion purposes only.
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