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This report presents the findings from a study conducted by the Women’s Educational and
Industrial Union for the Commonwealth Corporation. The study analyzes the extent to which
Massachusetts workforce development programs are enabling their clients to move toward or
maintain self-sufficiency.

The study uses the Self-Sufficiency Standard for Massachusetts as a benchmark. It examines job
placement outcomes in FY2000 for the three largest workforce programs funded by the U.S.
Department of Labor (DOL). These programs, operated by Massachusetts’ sixteen local
workforce investment boards, serve economically disadvantaged adults, Welfare to Work
participants, and dislocated workers.

Historically, federal regulations for workforce development programs set low performance
standards for wage outcomes. These are federal standards, and Massachusetts has chosen not to
set higher goals.

This study was funded by the legislature in the FY2001 budget for the Commonwealth
Corporation through a pilot project to improve workforce development performance measures
and outcomes under the Workforce Investment Act. The Commonwealth Corporation made a
grant to the Women’s Educational and Industrial Union to conduct this study.
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The first year of implementation of the federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA) ends on June
30, 2001. The Act calls for states to develop a plan and performance goals for the workforce
programs it operates with U.S. Department of Labor funding. The FY2001 goals set by
Massachusetts under WIA include wage gains, but they are not benchmarked to a specified level.

By setting higher goals to move its workers toward self-sufficiency over time, Massachusetts can
“raise the bar” and focus on program improvements to achieve better outcomes. This will aim
the workforce development system at higher skill level jobs, build stronger entry ramps for mid-
level jobs and career ladders for entry-level jobs, and help workers who lack basic education and
skills gain the fundamentals needed for better job opportunities. As a result, Massachusetts firms
could enhance their competitiveness in a technology-driven economy, and more workers could
earn family-sustaining wages.

+,-. 9B(%.  +-7

The study was conducted by Laura Russell, Director of the Work and Family Resource Center at
the Women’s Educational and Industrial Union and Sylvia Beville, Executive Director of the
Metro South/West Regional Employment Board, with consultants Anim Steel and Lori Glover.
Acknowledgements are included at the end of the report. A companion case study illustrates the
findings for the area served by the Metro South/West Regional Employment Board.
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In recent years, Massachusetts businesses have faced significant skills shortages,
especially of information technology and other technical and skilled workers.

Massachusetts businesses face high turnover and vacancies for entry-level workers, from
retail to direct care providers, and to greater competition for workers across a range of
jobs, from teachers to other professionals.

Higher skilled jobs are also higher paying. If Massachusetts workforce development
programs aim at higher wages for their customers, they will not only meet employer’s
needs with higher skills and productivity but also benefit workers.

....9?DAE9;AA3F3?/F>. 9+8/@8=@

The Self-Sufficiency Standard is a geographically specific measure of the real costs of
living, working, raising a family, and paying taxes without public or private subsidies.
The Standard takes into account different family types and the costs of housing,
childcare, food, transportation, health care, and taxes.

In this study, each participant’s earnings were compared to the Self-Sufficiency Standard
for his or her family type (based on the number of adults and number of children) in the
Local Workforce Investment Board area they went to for job services. For information
on the Standard, see the chart at the end of this document and the full report.
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Economically disadvantaged adults and Welfare to Work participants made progress
toward, but most are well below self-sufficiency. Dislocated workers are seeking to
recoup former earnings.

Higher skilled and technical occupations lead to higher levels of opportunity, and training
for the “right” jobs pays off in the most significant moves toward self-sufficiency wages.

Many people do not go into the programs that prepare them for technical and other higher
wage jobs, and many lack the basic education levels to prepare for more promising jobs.
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The study examined data on the three largest federally funded workforce development programs
in Massachusetts for FY 2000, and compared earnings to the Self-Sufficiency Standards for
Massachusetts.' All are administered by the US Department of Labor. Two were funded under
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA): Title IIA, which funded programs for economically
disadvantaged adults,” and Title III, which funded programs for dislocated workers. The third
program is Welfare to Work (WtW) whose purpose is to place welfare recipients into jobs.>
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I Economically disadvantaged adults made progress in finding jobs. Employment rose
from 69% to 75% after JTPA program participation, and to 76% at 13-week follow-up.
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' Economically disadvantaged adults also made progress in wages, hours and earnings.
Average wages increased from $8.34 to $9.77 per hour, and average hours increased from
32 to 36 hours per week. (Median wages increased from $7.57 to $9.10 per hour, and
median hours increased from 35 to 40 hours per week.)

! Diana Pearce et. al., The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Massachusetts, Wider Opportunities for Women and
Women’s Educational and Industrial Union (September 1998). The methodology is described in the full report.

2 An Economically Disadvantaged person is an individual who is on welfare or whose income is below either the
federal poverty level or 70% of the federal lower living standard income level.

? These are U.S. Department of Labor funded Welfare to Work programs operated by local workforce investment
boards. They do not include figures from Department of Transitional Assistance’s Employment Services Programs.
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I Of those who were employed both before and after program participation, 57% improved
their level of wages, 29% were at the same wage level, and 14% lost ground on their
level of wages.
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I Of those who were employed both before and after program participation, 41% improved
their earnings compared to self-sufficiency, 23% maintained similar earnings compared
to self-sufficiency, and 36% lost ground on earnings compared to self-sufficiency.
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I Welfare to Work (WtW) participants made progress in finding jobs. Employment rose
from 50% to 82% after Welfare to Work program participation.

* Wage levels were defined and compared at $2 per hour intervals (e.g. under $6/hr, $6-8/hr, $8-10/hr, etc).
> Earnings were compared to the Self-Sufficiency Standard for the local area and family type at 25% intervals (e.g.
0-25%, 25-50%, 50-75%, 75-100%, 100-125%, etc.) of the Standard. Improvement is moving up an interval.
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I Welfare to Work participants also made progress in wages, hours and earnings. Average
wages increased from $7.41 to $8.01 per hour, and average hours increased from 32 to 34
hours per week. (Median wages increased from $7.00 to $7.50 per hour, and median
hours increased from 35 to 40 hours per week.)

I Of those who were employed both before and after WtW program participation, 27%
improved their level of wages, 65% were at the same wage level, and 8% lost ground on
their level of wages.
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I The findings are the same for Welfare to Work participants’ earnings changes relative to
self-sufficiency. Of those who were employed both before and after WtW program
participation, 27% improved their earnings compared to self-sufficiency, 65%
maintained similar earnings compared to self-sufficiency, and 8% lost ground on earnings
compared to self-sufficiency.

% Wage levels were defined and compared at $2 per hour intervals (e.g. under $6/hr, $6-8/hr, $8-10/hr, etc).
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I The dynamic is different for dislocated workers, who are seeking to recoup their prior
earnings after layoff, often from well-paying jobs, and all of whom were employed prior
to layoff. After enrollment in a JTPA program, 82% percent found employment, which
increased to 85% at 13-week follow-up.
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I Dislocated workers sought to recoup their prior wages, hours and earnings. Average
wages decreased from $14.66 to $13.87 per hour, and average hours decreased from 39 to
38 hours per week. (Median wages decreased from $13.08 to $12.00 per hour, and
median hours stayed the same at 40 hours per week.)

" Earnings were compared to the Self-Sufficiency Standard for the local area and family type at 25% intervals (e.g.
0-25%, 25-50%, 50-75%, 75-100%, 100-125%, etc.) of the Standard. Improvement is moving up an interval.



I Of those who were employed both before and after JTPA program participation, 27%
improved their level of wages, 32% were at the same wage level, and 41% lost ground on
their level of wages.
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I' The findings are similar for earnings changes relative to self-sufficiency. Of those who
were employed both before and after JTPA program participation, 24% improved their
earnings compared to self-sufficiency, 38% maintained similar earnings compared to
self-sufficiency, and 38% lost ground on earnings compared to self-sufficiency.
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¥ Wage levels were defined and compared at $2 per hour intervals (e.g. under $6/hr, $6-8/hr, $8-10/hr, etc).
? Earnings were compared to the Self-Sufficiency Standard for the local area and family type at 25% intervals (e.g.
0-25%, 25-50%, 50-75%, 75-100%, 100-125%, etc.) of the Standard. Improvement is moving up an interval.
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After JTPA program assistance, 28% of economically disadvantaged adults who found
employment had earnings at or above the Self-Sufficiency Standard for their local area
and type of family, while 72% had earnings below the Self-Sufficiency Standard.

The percentage at or above the Standard is almost double the 15% who had earnings at or
above the Self-Sufficiency Standard in prior employment.
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Very few, only 1% of Welfare to Work participants who found employment after
program assistance, had earnings at or above the Self-Sufficiency Standard for their local
area and type of family, while 99% had earnings below the Self-Sufficiency Standard.

Very few Welfare to Work participants were self-sufficient during prior employment (the
decrease from 2% to 1% reflects a larger number of participants employed after).
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I After JTPA program assistance, 74% of dislocated workers who found employment had
earnings at or above the Self-Sufficiency Standard for their local area and type of family,
while 26% had earnings below the Self-Sufficiency Standard.

I A larger share, 78% of dislocated workers, had earnings at or above the Self-Sufficiency
Standard at their job prior to layoff.
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The Self-Sufficiency Standard is a realistic measure of the costs of living, working, raising a
family, and paying taxes in today’s economy. The Standard calculates the amount of money
working adults in Massachusetts need to meet their families’ basic needs for housing, food,
transportation, child care, health care, miscellaneous expenses, and taxes. The Standard
measures the amount of income required to cover these costs without public or private subsidies.

Each component included in the Standard is calculated using figures that are either collected or
calculated by a single national source, such as the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s Fair Market Rents and the USDA’s Low-Cost Food Plan, or are collected and
reported to state agencies using standardized methodology (such as child care costs). The
Standards are calculated for 40 different areas in Massachusetts, and 70 different family types.
The following table illustrates the cost components of the Self-Sufficiency Standard for four
selected family types in the City of Boston, 1997.

'L1* 61(8C6388&"&1$G/'S -'9-* SHON1*K&/VHETH HSW=HHT
6L(1"/1-* A'%&()* )51, =N

=2 3(/*X =2 3(/* Q2-3(/, *X
I "#5 % =2-3( =*"L# #(0 1 Q*"L##(0 1 Q*"L# #(0 1
"L&(- "L&(-91$ "L&(-91$
Y#3, &0 $669 $839 $839 $839
KL&(-K'91 $0 $315 $631 $631
Adttt- $157 $278 $393 $523
1 9%, 5#9" /&3S $46 $46 $46 $92
Y1'(/L *K'91 $89 $163 $183 $235
Z2&,"1(('$1 #3, $96 $164 $209 $232
J[LYE F1M#8*N; K* $-*K L&(-K'91*;' [*K91-8/J $267 $397 $473 $504
Z#$/L()*61(8B3SR &$")*? ' 01 $1,324 $2,203 $2,774 $3,057
Y#39) *61(8B 3@ &$") *? ' 01*%(per adult) $7.52 $12.52 $15.76 $8.69

Charts illustrating the Self-Sufficiency Standard for various family types for local workforce investment

board areas follow. For more information, see the Appendix.

' Diana Pearce and Jennifer Brooks with Laura Henze Russell, The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Massachusetts:
Detailed Tables (Wider Opportunities for Women and Women’s Educational and Industrial Union, 1998).
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Historically, federal regulations have set low performance standards for wage outcomes.
Massachusetts has chosen not to set higher goals. In FY 2000, the last year of operations of
programs under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), Massachusetts’ wage standard for
economically disadvantaged adults was $16,848, and for participants in the U.S. DOL Welfare to
Work programs, it was $13,433. These goals are in the ballpark of the official U.S. Federal
Poverty Guidelines in 2000 of $14,150 for a family of three, and $17,050 for a family of four."!

I The average wages at placement from the state workforce development programs in
this study met or exceeded these goals, but are not enough to sustain a family.

1"%-. B( 6# 7 -5.45\.<"55 "#,(5 -665].I"M5." )*9-M2E9(22L#L-)# :.96")* " & ¢

O+ -.(, GB, 5H
(/01 23086 (/01 23086 (/01230 564777 G+551) IBJ) 6
"7778"9L; CTTIB 9 | ( WR2:@> D 2#28-9 G (JK(LK
< 230 <"1=0 >?<00= | B21%@B#*° -2
| "HEB88' ($)*% |  $9.77/hr 36 $18,334 MENBP MBBR
+% -(#
1*-0$1*2(3 $8.01/hr 34 $14,388 MRCQOC MBBR
| 314.
I"#-35%$(*% $13.87/hr 38 $27,244 M SORCH MEEBR
/314*1#.

Massachusetts’ plan goals for FY2001 under the new Workforce Investment Act include a $3,700
wage gain for adult workers, and a 92% wage replacement rate for dislocated workers. Currently,
there is no stated goal to move participants toward self-sufficiency.

" The Federal poverty guidelines for 3- and 4-person families increased to $14,630 and $17,650 in 2001.

12 Self-Sufficiency Standard for single parent with two school-age children in the Central Massachusetts REB area
for 1997, adjusted to 2000 using CPI (7%).

" Annual = hourly wage x hours/week x 52 weeks, figures in table are rounded but those in calculations are not.

' Welfare-to-work goal is 7% increase after 6 months retention of previous job wage ($12,554) or placement wage.
' The goal for displaced workers is an average wage replacement rate of 91% of previous earnings ($29,992).
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Note: Annual wages before and after = average hourly wage x average hours/week x 52 weeks/year.
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The Economically Disadvantaged Adult wage goal is $16,848 in FY2000.
The Welfare to Work goal is 7% increase after 6 months retention from previous job wage or placement
wage ($12,554 x 107% = $13,433).

The Dislocated Worker goal is average wage replacement rate of 91% of previous earnings
($29,992 x 91% = $27,293).




+G?.=3 G+.+=83F 3 | H8>9.BAA

ley__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ]

+&"L)L)%.2" &6,-"=L%, 6 .K"5. H"™5. B22

68% of those enrolled in computer and information sciences courses made over $12 per
hour, with 34% making over $16 per hour.

56% of those enrolled in transportation and material moving courses made over $12 per
hour, with 15% making over $16 per hour.

52% of those enrolled in engineering-related technology courses made over $12 per hour,
with 23% making over $16 per hour.
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68% of those enrolled in mechanics and repairers training made over $10 per hour, with
24% making over $14 per hour.

51% of those enrolled in business and administrative services training made over $10 per
hour, with 18% making over $14 per hour.

9$LMM&"L)L)%.a .D'0- &1 "%-. K"5

72% of those enrolled in health professions training programs made under $10 per hour,
with 25% making under $8 per hour.

52% of those enrolled in all other training programs made under $10 per hour, with 24%
making under $8 per hour.
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57%

The majority of training was short term: 75% was under six months, with a median of 15 weeks.
The majority of training was limited in scope: 69% was under 400 hours, 38% under 200 hours.
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' This includes either occupational skills training or integrated occupational and basic skills training, as reported as a most
recent or secondary (second most recent) activity under Standardized Participant Information Record (SPIR) categories.
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Over half or 52% of occupational skills training was in business and administrative services and 5%
was in mechanics and repair, which lead to mid-level wage jobs.

One-sixth or 17% of occupational skills training was in health professions, and 10% in other
training programs, which lead to lower wage jobs.

One-sixth or 16% of occupational skills training was in engineering-related technologies (7%),
computer and information sciences (5%), and transportation and materials moving (4%), which lead
to higher wage jobs.
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Two out of 10 economically disadvantaged adults lacked a high school diploma & average math
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and reading scores were at 8" and 10™ grade levels.
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Few JTPA participants who need it were enrolled in adult basic education (ABE), GED
preparation, or English for Speakers of Other Languages.
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Nearly six out of ten Welfare to Work participants lacked a high school diploma, average math and
reading scores were at 6™ and 7" grade levels
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Few Welfare to Work participants who need it were enrolled in adult basic education (ABE), GED
preparation, or English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL).
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' 91% of dislocated workers have a high school diploma, and 43% have some college; average math

and reading scores were at 9™ and 11" grade levels.
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I More dislocated workers were enrolled in ABE or GED preparation, but few who need it were
enrolled in English for Speakers of Other Languages.
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Most economically disadvantaged participants were single mothers with a high school diploma and
one or two children. 56% were White, 20% were Black, 19% were Hispanic, and 4% were Asian.
Their average age was 34 years. Although 78% had 12 years of education or more, they scored at
eighth and tenth grade in math and reading tests. Almost 30% had not been employed in the recent
past at the time of enrollment.
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Welfare-to-Work participants were more likely to be Hispanic, slightly younger at 30 years of age and
single parents with larger families—on average 2.5 children. 47% were Hispanic, 32% were White,
17% were Black, and 4% were Asian. The majority of 59% were high school dropouts, 33% had a
high school diploma or GED, and only 8% had some college. 20% had limited command of English
and participants scored at the sixth grade level in math and the seventh grade level in reading. Half
had not been employed in the recent past at the time of enrollment.
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Dislocated workers were the oldest among the three groups at 43 years on average. Compared to the
other two programs in which the participants were predominantly women, dislocated workers were
more equally comprised of 59% women and 41% men, with an average of one child. 83% were White,
8% were Black, and 5% were Hispanic or Asian, respectively. Nearly half were single individuals,
29% were in two-parent families, and 13% were single parents. 91% had a high school diploma and
43% had completed some post-secondary courses. Their math and reading scores were higher than
participants in the other two programs; they scored at the ninth and eleventh grade levels.
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I A recent study by MassINC finds that 1.1 million workers in Massachusetts are not prepared for
jobs in the new economy.'”

' One quarter lack a high school diploma, and 17% have limited English (some of them also lack a
diploma).

' 58% have a high school diploma but have reading, math, and other basic skills below the levels
needed by most employers today: the “new literacy” skills.

1.1 Million Workers Not

Prepared for the New Economy
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7 MassINC, New Skills for a New Economy: Adult Education’s Key Role in Sustaining Economic Growth and Expanding
Opportunity (2000).
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I Post-Secondary education is essential to a person’s ability to earn a self-sufficient wage in

today’s economy as well as the knowledge to deal with computer-based technology.
I Skill-based training is important to prepare workers for high-demand jobs.

I With the number of manufacturing positions shrinking, especially in the blue-collar
occupations, real wages are declining for workers with little education.'®
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CHMART 2.2 | Awerage weekly earnings by educational

attainment level, 1978-18808 (1888 dollars)
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'8 Kodrzycki, Yolanda K. May/June 1997. “Training Programs for Displaced Workers: What do they Accomplish?” The
New England Economic Review, p. 40.
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People with a High School Diploma earn 51% more than High School dropouts.
People with an Associate’s Degree earn 35% more than a High School Graduate.
People with a Bachelor’s Degree earn 85% more than a High School Graduate.
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Source: US Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 1998 Average Earnings, 18 years and older.
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' Of the new jobs created in Massachusetts from 1998-2008, 62% are expected to require an
Associate’s Degree or higher.”'

I 6% of the new jobs will require moderate (1-12 months) or long-term (1 year or more) training,
and 6% some college (less than an Associate’s Degree), while 26% will require short-term
training (one month or less).

' For non-IT companies, a bachelor’s degree is more important than a certification. For IT
companies, certifications are at least as important as a bachelor’s degree.”
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6%
6%

O Associate's Degree or
Higher

W Short-Term Training*

26%
OModerate/Long Term
Training™*

62% OPost-Secondary
Training***

*Short-term training is one month or less.
**Moderate/Long Term Training is 1-12 months and 1 year or more, respectively.
***Post-secondary training is less than an Associate’s Degree.

25

1 U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Department of Education, U.S. Department of Labor, National Institute of Litel

and the Small Business Administration, 21° Century Skills for 21°" Century Jobs (January 1999).

20 Alan Eck, “Job Related Education and Training: Their Impact on Earnings,” Monthly Labor Review (October 1993).

2! Massachusetts Division of Employment and Training, Massachusetts Employment Projections through 2008, Jan. 2001.
22 Information Technology Association of America (ITAA), When Can You Start? Building Better Information Technology
Skills and Careers, April 2001.

3 Massachusetts Division of Employment and Training, Massachusetts Employment Projections through 2008, Jan. 2001.
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I Set higher goals for workforce programs, and use the Self-Sufficiency Standard as a
benchmark to understand the current state of the workforce development system in moving its
customers toward self-sufficiency. Suggest the Self-Sufficiency Standard as a local option for
goal setting that can be adopted by local workforce investment boards.

' Conduct an annual statewide assessment of workforce program earnings compared to the Self-
Sufficiency Standard, and provide local results for programs to local workforce investment
boards. Measure progress toward self-sufficiency as a voluntary indicator for program
improvement, and learn more about which strategies work.

Changing job requirements and technology require individuals to keep learning new skills
throughout their working lives to remain competitive. Education provides a “pathway” to
higher skills, higher earnings and higher productivity.

In order to succeed in training programs, people need basic education and skill levels. Adults
without a high school diploma or GED credential, or adequate math and literacy, must be
encouraged to continue their educations — through workplace, union, community or adult basic
education programs, community colleges, or distance learning programs.

A combination of training and education to prepare individuals for high-demand/high-skill jobs
will address employers’ concerns of skills shortages for vital job categories, as well as enable
workers to earn a self-sufficient wage.

There need to be many avenues for workers to continue their education toward a college
degree, higher degree, certificate programs, and/or lifelong learning, skill, and professional
development programs, ultimately increasing their earning power and employability.

A well-trained, self-sufficient workforce is attainable in Massachusetts by integrating education

and training programs in order to prepare workers to meet the challenges of the new economy
and ensure the state’s competitiveness in the global marketplace.
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The Commonwealth should adopt the Self-Sufficiency Standard as a benchmark for workforce
development programs. If one goal of the workforce development system in Massachusetts is the
economic well being of the participants, the Self-Sufficiency Standard measures the extent to which
participants are able to provide for their families.

By “benchmark” we mean an indicator against which actual program performance may be compared,
but no penalties and no WIA Title I performance bonus money would be attached to the Standard. The
data would be used to provide information back to the field that local workforce investment boards
(LWIBs) can use for self-evaluation and program improvement.

By setting higher goals, and measuring progress toward that benchmark as a voluntary indicator for
program improvement strategies, the Commonwealth can “raise the bar” for its workforce
development system. We do not suggest that the Self-Sufficiency Standard should replace the existing
WIA performance measures. Rather, it should be put on the Commonwealth’s agenda as a
complementary, and higher goal to strive toward, to be used both as an indicator to measure progress
of participants, and of program strategies in improving outcomes.

In this regard benchmark data can be used not only to determine what LWIBs are doing, but also begin
to point to why and how. That is, by analyzing the benchmark data and related information LWIBs can
begin to determine which program strategies “work” in terms of moving people toward self-sufficiency
and learn how and why so that those strategies can be built upon.

The Commonwealth can also include the Self-Sufficiency Standard as a voluntary local option that
may be adopted as a goal by local workforce investment boards. There is interest in it as a local
indicator, as ten LWIBs across the state have requested data on how their outcomes compare to the
Standards for their areas, and some set goals to move people toward the Standard.
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The Commonwealth Corporation can “institutionalize” the work begun in this study. It should conduct
an annual statewide assessment of how workforce programs participants’ earnings compare to the Self-
Sufficiency Standard, and calculate the results for each LWIB. The wage reporting system will
provide information on earnings over time, but will tell us little about the characteristics of programs
that improve the economic standing of workers and their families. Information should be collected on
the patterns of advancement and the strategies that improve the chances of promotion and the
attainment of family self-sufficiency earnings.
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The Commonwealth must target existing resources to ensure that people are trained for skilled job
vacancies that exist. There are many workers who do not have the skills employers require.
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The Commonwealth must also increase the investment in Adult Basic Education, GED preparation,
and English for Speakers of Other Languages, in order to prepare people for jobs and training

programs that require mastery of basic skills.
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Workforce development program operators should adopt policies and practices that increase the
number of participants that find jobs. Employment alone helps move people closer to self-sufficiency.
Increasing the hours that people work is also important to self-sufficiency. Full-time work is more
likely to provide benefits of health insurance and paid vacation and sick days.
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Program staff must pay attention to the industry in which customers are placed and prospects for
advancement, as some industries pay better wages than others for similar types of jobs. Equal attention
should be paid to the occupations in which customers are placed and the occupational structure of
industries. Because of higher pay levels as well as skills shortages, more people should be prepared to
enter information technology jobs.
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Job search and career counseling must start with the premise that integrated, ongoing education and
training opportunities both on the job and outside of work are vital for people to acquire the education
and skills needed for career advancement and wage progression. Workplace-based education and
training, as well as tuition reimbursement and other forms of assistance and incentives for lifelong
learning, help people move up career ladders and increase earnings.
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This statewide assessment of Massachusetts FY2000 workforce development program outcomes, and a
companion case study of the area served by the Metro South/West Regional Employment Board, were
conducted by the Women’s Educational and Industrial Union (WEIU) for the Commonwealth
Corporation. The study team consists of Laura Russell, Director of the Work and Family Resource
Center at the Women’s Educational and Industrial Union, Sylvia Beville, Executive Director of the
Metro South/West Regional Employment Board, and consultants Anim Steel and Lori Glover. The
authors wish to thank Roseanne Hues for layout and production.

We thank the Commonwealth Corporation for providing data and answering questions that arose in the
course of the research, as well as for review of the findings and commenting on the draft of the report.
June Sekera, Gene White, and Johan Uvin were generous in sharing their time and expertise with the
team. The authors, however, accept full responsibility for the contents of the study and this report.

In the course of conducting this assessment, the authors gave preliminary briefings on the Self-
Sufficiency Standard for Massachusetts and its usefulness as a tool for setting higher goals for
workforce development programs to Sen. Henri Rauschenbach and Linn Torto of the Executive Office
of Administration and Finance, Janice Tatarka and Andrea Perrault of the Department of Labor and
Workforce Development, Claire Mclntire and the senior management team of the Department of
Transitional Assistance, Tom Chmura and Mary Grant of the University of Massachusetts’ Office of
the President, and the members of the Massachusetts Workforce Board Association.

We thank the above individuals for their interest and feedback. Following the briefing to the
Massachusetts Workforce Board Association, nine additional local workforce investment boards
expressed interest in receiving an analysis for their respective regions. The U.S. Department of Labor
provided a technical assistance grant to enable the study team to provide this additional information
that can be used as a program improvement tool by the LWIBs.

For additional copies of this report call Roseanne Hues, WEIU, at 617-536-5651 ext. 140, or email
rhues@weiu.org. For a copy of the companion case study on the Metro South/West Regional
Employment Board, call Sylvia Beville at (781) 769-4120, or email sylbeville@aol.com.
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The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Massachusetts was conducted in 1998 by Dr. Diana Pearce of the
University of Washington at Seattle. The Standard was published by Wider Opportunities for Women
in collaboration with the Women’s Educational and Industrial Union (WEIU)).

The Self-Sufficiency Standard is a realistic measure of the costs of living, working, raising a family,
and paying taxes in today’s economy. The Standard calculates the amount of money working adults in
Massachusetts need to meet their families’ basic needs for housing, food, transportation, child care,
health care, miscellaneous expenses, and taxes. The Standard measures the amount of income required
to cover these costs without public or private subsidies.

Each component included in the Standard is calculated using figures that are either collected or
calculated by a single national source, such as the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s Fair Market Rents and the USDA’s Low-Cost Food Plan, or are collected and reported
to state agencies using standardized methodology (such as child care costs). The Standards are
calculated for 40 different areas in Massachusetts, and 70 different family types.
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Z#$/L()*61(EB3IER &$")*? ' 01 $1,324 $2,203 $2,774 $3,057
Y#39() *61(8C6388&'$" ) *?'01* (per adult) $7.52 $12.52 $15.76 $8.69
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The Self-Sufficiency Standards for each of the 16 Local Workforce Investment Board (LWIB) local
areas were computed as a weighted average of the Standards for each of the cities and towns within the
area, based on 1999 population estimates from MISER. The Standards were taken from Diana Pearce
et. al., The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Massachusetts: Detailed Tables (Washington, DC: Wider
Opportunities for Women, 1998).

The Standards vary according to both geographic area and the number of adults and children in the
household; this analysis uses the Standards for school-age children. To correspond to FY2000 wage
data, the Standards were adjusted from 1997 to 2000 using the Consumer Price Index for the
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Northeast, All Urban Consumers (7%). Given the recent large increases in housing, health care and
heating costs, the Standards should be fully updated.
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Each participant’s monthly earnings were compared to the Self-Sufficiency Standard for his or her
family type (which is based on the number of adults and number of dependents) for the Local
Workforce Investment Board area.”* The monthly, hourly, and yearly Self-Sufficiency Standards for
each Workforce Investment Board local area are included on the following pages.>
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The data set contains 7,317 records from PY2000 reported by Local Workforce Investment Boards to
the Commonwealth Corporation. It includes 1,935 Economically Disadvantaged Adult (Title IIA)
records, 3,268 Dislocated Worker (Title III) records, and 2,114 Welfare to Work (WtW) records.

The 7,317 records represent 7,317 individuals; 240 “duplicate” records and 53 other records with
obvious discrepancies were weeded out of the initial data set received from the Commmonwealth
Corporation, which contained 7,610 records. These duplicates represented individuals who had two
entries either because they received services in two consecutive program years or because they
received services under two different funding streams. 94 individuals were co-enrolled in Title IIA
and Welfare to Work programs during the year.
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Two special data sets were created for the purposes of investigating training and employment patterns.
These “clean” data sets were purged of missing data, which would otherwise cause widely-varying
counts.

The Training Data Set contains the 3,099 records in which the customer received Occupational Skills
Training and both the Classification of Instruction Programs (CIP) and Duration of Training fields
were complete.

The Employment Data Set contains 4,337 records in which the customer was employed both before
and after JTPA or WtW services and the fields containing hours, wages, Dictionary of Occupational
Titles (DOT) and Standard Industrial Codes (SIC) are complete for each job.

* For simplicity, and given that ages of dependents were not available, the Self-Sufficiency Standards for school-age
children were used. The costs of child care for school-age children (after-school, school vacation, and summer day care) are
between those for younger children and teens, who no longer need care. Monthly earnings were calculated as hourly wages
times hours of work per week times 4.3 weeks per month.

* For 146 individuals for whom family type information was not available, the Composite Standard, which is a weighted
average of the Standards for the different family types in each community, was used.
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Berkshire $1,183 $1,627 $1,988 $2,928 $1,668 $2,210 $2,610 $3,313 $1,984
Boston $1,417 $2,357 $2,968 $3,984 $1,798 $2,686 $3,271 $4,260 $2,192
Bristol County $1,378 $2,164 $2,753 $3,709 $1,864 $2,647 $3,194 $4,091 $2,353
Brockton $1,385 $2,444 $3,231 $4,365 $1,870 $2,879 $3,638 $4,744 $2,566
Cape Cod/lslands $1,441 $2,184 $2,595 $3,358 $1,927 $2,656 $3,015 $3,742 $2,288
Central Massachusetts ~ $1,374 $2,114 $2,666 $3,519 $1,860 $2,602 $3,076 $3,902 $2,361
Franklin/Hampshire $1,247 $1,938 $2,506 $3,373 $1,732 $2,467 $2,953 $3,756 $2,195
Hampden County $1,255 $1,877 $2,364 $3,234 $1,740 $2,421 $2,860 $3,618 $2,139
Lower Merrimack $1,346 $2,249 $2,908 $3,891 $1,832 $2,706 $3,316 $4,271 $2,446
Metro North $1,528 $2,478 $3,090 $4,107 $2,013 $2,910 $3,497 $4,487 $2,459
Metro South/West $1,528 $2,498 $3,132 $4,170 $2,013 $2,931 $3,538 $4,550 $2,614
New Bedford $1,299 $1,829 $2,311 $3,191 $1,785 $2,387 $2,829 $3,575 $2,150
North Worcester $1,249 $1,865 $2,314 $3,195 $1,734 $2,409 $2,828 $3,579 $2,289
North Middlesex $1,357 $2,168 $2,803 $3,744 $1,841 $2,639 $3,211 $4,126 $2,584
South Coastal $1,517 $2,397 $2,952 $3,903 $2,003 $2,834 $3,361 $4,285 $2,509
Southern Essex $1,528 $2,502 $3,134 $4,173 $2,013 $2,932 $3,542 $4,554 $2,504

;L1* 61(8C6BB&"&1) *6/'$-'9-* V) *PLO&HS*S-* A'%&()* )51
ZH#SIL() A$"#%1* <192-3(/* E=HITB&03D,*'-e3, /1-*V)*K<\*/#*QNNN* /&%'/1,J

2 #9@H9' 1 f $172- 3(*Y#3, 1L#(- TB#2- 3(1'Y#3, 1L#(- , f/L19

\$. 1, 1%1$17# O =2-3( |=2-3("[=2-304 | =2-3(0* | Q2-3(¢, [Q2-3(¢, ]| Q2-3(, x[Q2-3(, | K#%s#, &1
Local Area =*KL&(- | Q*KL&(-9$ | >*KL&(-9% =KL&(- | Q*KL&(-9$ | >*KL&(-9B | 6/$- 'O-

Berkshire $1,183 $1,627 $1,988 $2,928 $834 $1,105 $1,305 $1,657 $1,984
Boston $1,417 $2,357 $2,968 $3,984 $899 $1,343 $1,636 $2,130 $2,192
Bristol County $1,378 $2,164 $2,753 $3,709 $932 $1,324 $1,597 $2,046 $2,353
Brockton $1,385 $2,444 $3,231 $4,365 $935 $1,440 $1,819 $2,372 $2,566
Cape Cod/lIslands $1,441 $2,184 $2,595 $3,358 $964 $1,328 $1,508 $1,871 $2,288
Central Massachusetts $1,374 $2,114 $2,666 $3,519 $930 $1,301 $1,538 $1,951 $2,361
Franklin/Hampshire $1,247 $1,938 $2,506 $3,373 $866 $1,234 $1,477 $1,878 $2,195
Hampden County $1,255 $1,877 $2,364 $3,234 $870 $1,211 $1,430 $1,809 $2,139
Lower Merrimack $1,346 $2,249 $2,908 $3,891 $916 $1,353 $1,658 $2,136 $2,446
Metro North $1,528 $2,478 $3,090 $4,107 $1,007 $1,455 $1,749 $2,244 $2,459
Metro South/West $1,528 $2,498 $3,132 $4,170 $1,007 $1,466 $1,769 $2,275 $2,614
New Bedford $1,299 $1,829 $2,311 $3,191 $893 $1,194 $1,415 $1,788 $2,150
North Worcester $1,249 $1,865 $2,314 $3,195 $867 $1,205 $1,414 $1,790 $2,289
North Middlesex $1,357 $2,168 $2,803 $3,744 $921 $1,320 $1,606 $2,063 $2,584
South Coastal $1,517 $2,397 $2,952 $3,903 $1,002 $1,417 $1,681 $2,143 $2,509
Southern Essex $1,528 $2,502 $3,134 $4,173 $1,007 $1,466 $1,771 $2,277 $2,504

Figures for Two Adult Households assume two wage earners. Each adult contributes half of household income.
The Composite Standard is a weighted average for household types in each area that is used when type is not available.
The Standards are 1997 figures, roughly updated to 2000 by the Consumer Price Index for Northeast Urban Consumers.
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;L1* 61(8C638&"&1 ) *6/'$-'9-*

V) *P10&HS' S+ A'%&()* )51

Y#39() *2%#3%/* E=HIT8&039,*-e3, /1-*V)*K<\*/#*QNNN* /&%'/1,J

? #O@#H9' 1 f $192- 3(*Y#3, 1L#(-, CB#92- 3("Y#3, 1L#(-, f/L19
\$. 1, 1%1$17# S =2-3( [=2-30"[=2-3(0" | =2-3("X | Q2-3(, |Q2-3(, X[ Q2-3(, x| Q2- 3¢, *X |k#%54#, &1
Local Area =KL&(- | Q*KLE&(-9% | >*KL&(-985 SKL&(- | Q*KL&(-9$ | >*KL&(-9B | 6/$- '9-
Berkshire $6.88 $9.46 $11.56 $17.02 $9.70 $12.85 $15.17 $19.26 $11.53
Boston $8.24 $13.70 $17.26 $23.16 $10.45 $15.62 $19.02 $24.77 $12.74
Bristol County $8.01 $12.58 $16.01 $21.56 $10.84 $15.39 $18.57 $23.78 $13.68
Brockton $8.05 $14.21 $18.78 $25.38 $10.87 $16.74 $21.15 $27.58 $14.92
Cape Cod/lslands $8.38 $12.70 $15.09 $19.52 $11.20 $15.44 $17.53 $21.76 $13.30
Central Massachusetts $7.99 $12.29 $15.50 $20.46 $10.81 $15.13 $17.88 $22.69 $13.73
Franklin/Hampshire $7.25 $11.27 $14.57 $19.61 $10.07 $14.34 $17.17 $21.84 $12.76
Hampden County $7.30 $10.91 $13.74 $18.80 $10.12 $14.08 $16.63 $21.03 $12.44
Lower Merrimack $7.83 $13.08 $16.91 $22.62 $10.65 $15.73 $19.28 $24.83 $14.22
Metro North $8.88 $14.41 $17.97 $23.88 $11.70 $16.92 $20.33 $26.09 $14.30
Metro South/West $8.88 $14.52 $18.21 $24.24 $11.70 $17.04 $20.57 $26.45 $15.20
New Bedford $7.55 $10.63 $13.44 $18.55 $10.38 $13.88 $16.45 $20.78 $12.50
North Worcester $7.26 $10.84 $13.45 $18.58 $10.08 $14.01 $16.44 $20.81 $13.31
North Middlesex $7.89 $12.60 $16.30 $21.77 $10.70 $15.34 $18.67 $23.99 $15.02
South Coastal $8.82 $13.94 $17.16 $22.69 $11.65 $16.48 $19.54 $24.91 $14.59
Southern Essex $8.88 $14.55 $18.22 $24.26 $11.70 $17.05 $20.59 $26.48 $14.56
;L1* 61(8C6B8&"&1) *6/'$-'9-* V) *PLO&HFS*S-* A'%&()* )51
Y#39() A\$"#%1* Per AdultE=HM8&039,*'-e3, /1-*V) *K<\*/#*QNNN?*/&%' /1, J

? #O@#H9' 1 f $192- 3(*Y#3, 1L#(-, CB#92- 3(Y#3, 1L#(-, f/L19
\$. 1, 1%1$17# S =2-3( |=2-3(0™|=2-3(0" | =2-3("X | Q2-3(, |Q2-3(, X[ Q2-3(, *[Q2- 3¢, * | K#%5#, &1
Local Area =KL&(- | Q*KLE&(-9% | >*KL&(-95 SKL&(- | Q*KL&(-9$ | >*KL&(-9B | 6/$- 'O-
Berkshire $6.88 $9.46 $11.56 $17.02 $4.85 $6.42 $7.59 $9.63 $11.53
Boston $8.24 $13.70 $17.26 $23.16 $5.23 $7.81 $9.51 $12.38 $12.74
Bristol County $8.01 $12.58 $16.01 $21.56 $5.42 $7.69 $9.28 $11.89 $13.68
Brockton $8.05 $14.21 $18.78 $25.38 $5.44 $8.37 $10.58 $13.79 $14.92
Cape Cod/lIslands $8.38 $12.70 $15.09 $19.52 $5.60 $7.72 $8.76 $10.88 $13.30
Central Massachusetts $7.99 $12.29 $15.50 $20.46 $5.41 $7.56 $8.94 $11.34 $13.73
Franklin/Hampshire $7.25 $11.27 $14.57 $19.61 $5.03 $7.17 $8.58 $10.92 $12.76
Hampden County $7.30 $10.91 $13.74 $18.80 $5.06 $7.04 $8.31 $10.52 $12.44
Lower Merrimack $7.83 $13.08 $16.91 $22.62 $5.33 $7.87 $9.64 $12.42 $14.22
Metro North $8.88 $14.41 $17.97 $23.88 $5.85 $8.46 $10.17 $13.04 $14.30
Metro South/West $8.88 $14.52 $18.21 $24.24 $5.85 $8.52 $10.28 $13.23 $15.20
New Bedford $7.55 $10.63 $13.44 $18.55 $5.19 $6.94 $8.22 $10.39 $12.50
North Worcester $7.26 $10.84 $13.45 $18.58 $5.04 $7.00 $8.22 $10.40 $13.31
North Middlesex $7.89 $12.60 $16.30 $21.77 $5.35 $7.67 $9.33 $11.99 $15.02
South Coastal $8.82 $13.94 $17.16 $22.69 $5.82 $8.24 $9.77 $12.46 $14.59
Southern Essex $8.88 $14.55 $18.22 $24.26 $5.85 $8.52 $10.30 $13.24 $14.56
Average 16 LWIBs $8.01 $12.61 $15.88 $21.38 $5.39 $7.69 $9.22 $11.78 $13.67

Figures for Two Adult Households assume two wage earners. Each adult contributes half of household income.
The Composite Standard is a weighted average for household types in each area that is used when type is not available.
The Standards are 1997 figures, roughly updated to 2000 by the Consumer Price Index for Northeast Urban Consumers.
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;L1* 61(8C6B8&"&1) *6/'$-'9-*

V) PL0&HS'S-* A'%&()*% )51

_1'9() *2%#3$/* EHHTB&B91L,* - e3/1-* V) *K<\MHQNNN*/&%'1,J

? #9991 f $1%2- 3(/*Y#3, 1L#(-, ; B#%2- 3(/*Y#3, 1L#(-, f/L19

\$. 1, 1%1$/TH# O =2-3( |=2-3(*]| &4>9:sp | =2-3¢*x | @2-3(¢, | Q2-3¢, x| Q2-3(, ]| Q@2-3(, | K#ws#, &1
Local Area =KL&(- | Q*KL&(-9$ | >*KL&(-9H =KL&(- | Q*KL&(-9% | >*KL&(-9B | 6/%- '9-

Berkshire $14,196 $19,524 $23,856 $35,136  $20,016 $26,520 $31,320 $39,756 $23,808
Boston $17,004 $28,284 $35,616 $47,808 $21,576 $32,232 $39,252 $51,120 $26,304
Bristol County $16,536  $25,968 $33,036 $44,508 $22,368 $31,764 $38,328 $49,092 $28,236
Brockton $16,620 $29,328 $38,772 $52,380 $22,440 $34,548 $43,656 $56,928 $30,792
Cape Cod/lslands $17,292  $26,208 $31,140 $40,296  $23,124 $31,872 $36,180 $44,904 $27,456
Central Massachusetts $16,488  $25,368 $31,992 $42,228  $22,320 $31,224 $36,912 $46,824 $28,332
Franklin/Hampshire $14,964 $23,256 $30,072 $40,476  $20,784 $29,604 $35,436 $45,072 $26,340
Hampden County $15,060 $22,524 $28,368 $38,808  $20,880 $29,052 $34,320 $43,416 $25,668
Lower Merrimack $16,152 $26,988 $34,896 $46,692 $21,984 $32,472 $39,792 $51,252 $29,352
Metro North $18,336  $29,736 $37,080 $49,284  $24,156 $34,920 $41,964 $53,844 $29,508
Metro South/West $18,336  $29,976 $37,584 $50,040 $24,156 $35,172 $42,456 $54,600 $31,368
New Bedford $15,588 $21,948 $27,732 $38,292  $21,420 $28,644 $33,948 $42,900 $25,800
North Worcester $14,988 $22,380 $27,768 $38,340  $20,808 $28,908 $33,936 $42,948 $27,468
North Middlesex $16,284 $26,016 $33,636 $44,928  $22,092 $31,668 $38,532 $49,512 $31,008
South Coastal $18,204 $28,764 $35,424 $46,836  $24,036 $34,008 $40,332 $51,420 $30,108
Southern Essex $18,336  $30,024 $37,608 $50,076  $24,156 $35,184 $42,504 $54,648 $30,048

;L1* 61(8C6BB&"&1) *6/'$-'9-* V) *PLO&HS*S-* A'%&()* )51
_1'9() A$"#%1* Per AdultEHHT8&091,*'-e3 ,/1 - *V) *K<\*/#*QNNN* /&%'/1,J

? #O@#9' 1 f $12- 3(*Y#3, 1IL#(-,  B#92- 3(7Y#3, 1L#(-, f/L19

\$. 1, /%1$/TH# O =0-3( [=2-30[=2-30* | =2-30" | @2-3(¢, [Q2-3(¢, [ Q2-3¢, X[ Q2-3(, *X| K#%s5#, &1
Local Area =KL&(- | Q*KLE&(-9% | >*KL&(-95 =KL&(- | Q*KL&(-9% | >*KL&(-9% | 6/%- '9-

Berkshire $14,196 $19,524 $23,856 $35,136  $10,008 $13,260 $15,660 $19,878 $23,808
Boston $17,004 $28,284 $35,616 $47,808 $10,788 $16,116 $19,626 $25,560 $26,304
Bristol County $16,536  $25,968 $33,036 $44,508 $11,184 $15,882 $19,164 $24,546 $28,236
Brockton $16,620 $29,328 $38,772 $52,380 $11,220 $17,274 $21,828 $28,464 $30,792
Cape Cod/lIslands $17,292  $26,208 $31,140 $40,296 $11,562 $15,936 $18,090 $22,452 $27,456
Central Massachusetts $16,488 $25,368 $31,992 $42,228 $11,160 $15,612 $18,456 $23,412 $28,332
Franklin/Hampshire $14,964 $23,256 $30,072 $40,476  $10,392 $14,802 $17,718 $22,536 $26,340
Hampden County $15,060 $22,524 $28,368 $38,808 $10,440 $14,526 $17,160 $21,708 $25,668
Lower Merrimack $16,152  $26,988 $34,896 $46,692 $10,992 $16,236 $19,896 $25,626 $29,352
Metro North $18,336  $29,736 $37,080 $49,284 $12,078 $17,460 $20,982 $26,922 $29,508
Metro South/West $18,336  $29,976 $37,584 $50,040 $12,078 $17,586 $21,228 $27,300 $31,368
New Bedford $15,588 $21,948 $27,732 $38,292 $10,710 $14,322 $16,974 $21,450 $25,800
North Worcester $14,988 $22,380 $27,768 $38,340 $10,404 $14,454 $16,968 $21,474 $27,468
North Middlesex $16,284 $26,016 $33,636 $44,928 $11,046 $15,834 $19,266 $24,756 $31,008
South Coastal $18,204 $28,764 $35,424 $46,836 $12,018 $17,004 $20,166 $25,710 $30,108
Southern Essex $18,336  $30,024 $37,608 $50,076  $12,078 $17,592 $21,252 $27,324 $30,048

Figures for Two Adult Households assume two wage earners. Each adult contributes half of household income.
The Composite Standard is a weighted average for household types in each area that is used when type is not available.
The Standards are 1997 figures, roughly updated to 2000 by the Consumer Price Index for Northeast Urban Consumers.
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