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Memo to Interested Parties

From Dorothy Stoneman, President of YouthBuild USA, 
Chairperson of the YouthBuild Coalition 
Re: Workforce Investment Act Reauthorization as it relates to Out of School Youth
May 4, 2009

Introduction:  In reading all the available recommendations from various coalitions regarding WIA, I felt there were some important items missing, and some ways of organizing the information that would be helpful, so I was moved to write another memo on the subject, hoping that we will someday integrate all of them into one composite that we can agree on.

Memo

To improve the workforce investment system governed by WIA in terms of its impact on disconnected youth, we need to look at what needs to be preserved, what changed, and what additions made.  

Overview of Categories of Analysis

It is useful to divide analysis and recommendations into several categories:

1) Program design and philosophy; what kinds of program activities should be supported, flowing from knowledge about best practices and community demand; what underlying concepts should be reflected throughout these activities; and what range of intensity should be included with roughly what distribution of intensity (i.e. should they be 80% full-time, long-term, comprehensive?  Or 80% short-term, part-time, low-cost, single-service?)

2) Eligible recipients:  what categories of individuals should receive the opportunities provided; and should some communities receive extra resources due to concentration of eligible individuals.
3) “Delivery systems”, aka “funding streams” including 

a) Money flow and responsibility: through what governmental and non-governmental channels will money flow, with what level of competition and discretion, giving what level of responsibility to what types of entities and individuals, engaging what bureaucracies and what non-governmental networks and entities, getting input from what groups of stakeholders, to get maximum impact and engagement;

b) Quality Supports: what kinds of supports will be provided for training, technical assistance, and staff development including support for attracting and maintaining outstanding local leadership for implementation, on whom ultimate results depend;
c) Data management:  how can adequate data on demographics and outcomes be collected without imposing excessive burdens on local entities;
d) Evaluation:  What level of resource should be directed to on-going evaluations of what types. 
4) Level of appropriations:  how much money is actually needed over-all and in the various delivery systems and authorized programs to maximize the impact of the system.
5) Obvious gaps:  are there obvious gaps in the existing system that should be filled, and obvious failures that should be corrected.
Brief Summary of Some Recommendations: 
1) Program Design: 
Over-all, the existing WIA Youth Funds title is pretty good on program design, although it could benefit from more emphasis on education, work experience, and leadership development and the integration of these in full-time intensive programs with stipends. 
There is a legitimate underlying question about whether it should be more prescriptive in requiring best practices, or whether maximum flexibility for local determination should be preserved.  

The national branded programs – Job Corps and YouthBuild – are adequately prescriptive based on their best practices.
There is an interesting question about how to build in an understanding of the level of respect, deep personal caring, and skills acquisition for young people that inspires them to do their best.  The fundamental philosophy makes a difference in the attractiveness and success of local programs; routine program delivery must be enhanced with a tangible level of caring commitment that breaks through the low expectations and negative past experiences of the young people.  Clarity about philosophy and staff training to reinforce the philosophy and culture of the program are needed throughout the various delivery systems.  In the YouthBuild network we believe in the power of love coupled with opportunity and skills.

The design emphasis on One-Stops may be misplaced in terms of its effectiveness for disconnected youth.   If One-Stops are expected to play a role in youth services, they need to become more attentive to and skilled in relating to young people.  
2) Eligibility: 
More emphasis should be placed on disconnected youth, increasing the percentage to at least 40% and as high as 50%. The age range for youth should be expanded to age 24 with some room for exceptions for people up to age 26.  The system should provide for some but not exclusive focus on communities of greater need.  

All eligibility restrictions should include a 25% waiver in order not to create incentives for bad behavior (as in, “What do I need to do to get into that great program that helped my brother?  Do I need to drop out of high school or commit a crime?”)  or rigidities that exclude people that need it most, such as the person who lives across the street from the geographical boundary.
3) Delivery system:  
There are significant gaps and weaknesses in the delivery systems funded under WIA: 

Funding Channels and Responsibility:  Currently there are WIA formula Youth Funds managed through the state and Workforce Investment Board system; and national programs such as Job Corps, YouthBuild, and youth offender funds.  These all have merit and should be preserved and expanded.  
There may be additional national programs whose authorization would help achieve the goals of WIA, such as Service and Conservation Corps (acknowledging for scaling an existing effective national network) and Upward Pathways (extending proven principles to new career paths in a full-time comprehensive program).
There are three important elements missing: 
A) a national competitive fund that will engage the national non-profit networks of providers to deliver their proven and promising programs across in multiple communities and states. This should be fashioned after the highly successful national direct system in AmeriCorps. 
B) local city-based, Mayor-led consortia seeking competitive grants for community saturation in communities of greatest need, comparable to the Youth Opportunity Grants, and similar to the bill introduced by Senator Stabenow.
C) state-based competitive funds that would allow promising local programs to replicate within their own state before becoming national. 
These three channels should be included in the over-all system in order to engage the strengths and talents of additional key players:  national non-profits, Mayors motivated to organize their city administrations to take full responsibility for all the youth in their communities, and entrepreneurial local upcoming leaders of new solutions.
Missing Elements of Accountability to Youth: There are two elements of accountability directly to the constituents that need to be strengthened: 
1) the voices of young people in advisory boards and councils at every level, to inform providers and policy-makers what is working for them, what is not working, and why; and to build their leadership ability to negotiate for the well-being of their communities and families. 
2) recognition of the market system that exists on the streets and among the young people.  They are voting with their feet, leaving public schools, joining gangs, and lining up outside some job training, service, and education programs for another chance.  All local and national programs should be required to track the number of applicants in order to report on the level of demand; and those with demonstrated excess demand should be expanded, while those without sufficient demand should be examined and improved, or discontinued.  
Quality Supports:  Quality supports are currently adequately provided in the national programs and inadequately provided in the Youth Formula funds.  Roughly five percent of appropriations should be reserved for training, technical assistance, and staff development.

Data Management:  The government very much needs to develop data management systems that are common across programs and that talk to each other in order to diminish the costs and burdens of local programs with multiple funding sources having to enter data in many different systems.

Evaluation:  A variety of qualitative, longitudinal, and/or impact studies should be done on an on-going basis for established programs, as determined by the Secretary, in addition to periodic reviews by the GAO.  We recommend 2% of funds reserved for evaluation. 
4)  Appropriations:  
The current level of appropriations is woefully inadequate to meet the needs of the nation for an educated, trained workforce and a contributing, positive citizenry living in communities with safety and opportunity for all.

We need first to set a goal that would meet those needs, and then cost it out according to a reasonable distribution of the level of program intensity needed.

A reasonably ambitious goal would be to reconnect at least 50% of the low-income, unemployed out-of-school 16 to 24 year olds including those re-entering the community from incarceration. This would be about 1,000,000 young people per year, and would cost approximately $14B/year.  If the schools are adequately reformed to radically slow the dropout rate, this number would go down over time.  

The most ambitious goal would be to reconnect all of the out-of-school, unemployed, 16 to 24 year olds.  If all are included regardless of their family income, the number needing employment and/or educational and personal development opportunities rises above 5 million.  (Probably the best way to handle the income issue is to allow 25% to be included regardless of income, expanding the number proportionately.) 
Suppose we assume the reconnection of 1,000,000 young adults per year, with a continuum of intensity of opportunities, ranging from the most expensive and intensive full-time residential programs; to the comprehensive full-time non-residential programs with stipends for work experience; to less intensive interventions available under WIA Youth Funds. (The appropriate distribution of intensity deserves careful review based on research; our experience in YouthBuild is solely with the effectiveness of a high intensity program for the most disadvantaged youth.)  

With this continuum in mind, we have very roughly estimated an average cost/youth of $14,000, ranging from $34,000 per full-year/youth (Job Corps) to $22,000 per full-year/youth (YouthBuild), down to the lowest $3,000/youth in some WIA youth programs.
One basic proposed element in this picture is for the government to seize the low hanging fruit by expanding existing programs to full scale.  We are defining full scale as having reached the limit of either demand or capacity.  In simpler terms: eliminate the waiting lists in all existing programs. 
The next step would be to create new programs to fill gaps in the delivery system as described above.

Growth Plans: Each existing national program and funding stream, and the advocates for them, should be required to produce a growth plan to be reviewed by OMB and the appropriators, perhaps with outside review by an independent evaluator such as the GAO.  We need to develop an actual plan to solve the problem, using all the available means, thoughtfully over time.  
Without the benefit of their own recommendations or growth plans, here is a rough sketch of how it might look.  The first number shown would be for FY2010 and the second number for 2016.  This distribution would reach $14B in 2016.  Other advocates may favor different distributions, and it would be almost impossible to reach agreement in the field about these numbers. Nonetheless, it is important to begin to talk abut the numbers and push for much deeper investment through all promising programs and funding streams.  

WIA Youth Funds including summer jobs:    

$2B increasing to $6B 

*Job Corps:





$1.7B increasing to $2B

             YouthBuild                 




$170M increasing to $1B
             Youthful Offender      




$100M increasing to $300M


Youth Opportunity Grants  (renewed )      

$400M increasing to $1.2B

             National Non-profit Competitive Grants:   (new)

$400M increasing to $1B

(New) National programs


Service and Conservation Corps


$100M increasing to $1B

Upward Pathways



$100M increasing to $500M

New State competitive programs


$200M increasing to $1B
* This Job Corps number should perhaps be much higher, dependent on demonstrating demand from youth. Job Corps is currently the largest national program and as well as the largest single funding stream.  It may have reached full scale in that it seems to have more capacity than demand.  That could change.) 

This list focuses only on programs authorized or potentially authorized under WIA, but for a comprehensive plan the ChalleNGe program under DOD and the new AmeriCorps programs that will focus on disadvantaged youth as service givers should be included. Perhaps there are others in other agencies.

In Closing:

This paper is not intended to be comprehensive.  It has not laid out either the extent of the need or the various sets of principles that are well expressed in other policy documents.  This is intended as an extension of the existing papers, as a contribution to our collective thinking. It is designed to present a different way of organizing our thinking, and to push certain issues more than some of the advocates’ initial policy papers have done so far. 
