DISABILITY PROGRAM NAVIGATOR INITIATIVE

PROCESS EVALUATION ANALYSIS
QUARTER ONE:
January – March 2004
(7-21-04)
Document produced by:
Law, Health Policy & Disability Center


University of Iowa College of Law







Michael Morris







Laura Farah






(202) 521-2930






mmorris@ncbdc.org





lfarah@mail.law.uiowa.edu
Document produced for: 
Division of DisAbility and Workforce Programs

Employment and Training Administration,


U.S. Department of Labor




Alexandra Kielty, Division Chief


(202) 693-3730


kielty.alexandra@dol.gov
TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. INTRODUCTION








  3
II.
BACKGROUND








  3
III.
OVERVIEW OF THE DISABILITY PROGRAM NAVIGATOR INITIATIVE
  4
A. Program Scope and Purpose






  4
B. Disability Program Navigators





  5
C. Disability Program Navigator Initiative Technical Assistance

  6
IV.
DISABILITY PROGRAM NAVIGATOR PROCESS EVALUATION


ANALYSIS









  7
A. Navigator Quarterly Report Evaluation Instrument



  7
B. Methodology








  8
C. Navigator Background Information





  8
D. Findings:  Results At-A-Glance





10
1.
Time Allocation






11
2.
Systems Relationships:  Improvement of Collaboration

13
3.
Linkages







16
4.
Relationship with Employers





20
5.
Referrals Made to You





22
6.
Referrals Made to Other Systems Collaborators


25
E.
Challenges and Successful Strategies





27
1.
One-Stop Staff Relationships





27
2.
Building System Relationships




27
3.
Time Management






28
V.
DPN PROCESS EVALUATION ANALYSIS COMPARISON CHARTS

29
1.
Time Allocation







31
2.
Systems Relationships:  Improvement of Collaboration


39
3.
Linkages








62
4.
Relationship with Employers






65
5.
Referrals Made to You






67
6.
Referrals Made to Other Systems Collaborators



72
APPENDIX I: Disability Program Navigator Initiative Fact Sheet



80
APPENDIX II: DPN and WIG Navigators






82
APPENDIX III: DPN Grantees Key Contact Information




85
APPENDIX IV: Disability Program Navigator Evaluation Plan



88
APPENDIX V:  DPN Process Evaluation Instrument




92
DISABILITY PROGRAM NAVIGATOR INITIATIVE

PROCESS EVALUATION ANALYSIS

Quarter One
January – March 2004
I. INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Labor’s Employment and Training Administration (DOL) and the Social Security Administration’s Office of Program Development and Research (SSA) established the Disability Program Navigator (DPN) initiative to better inform beneficiaries and other individuals with disabilities about the work support programs now available at DOL-funded One-Stop Career Centers.  These One-Stop centers provide information, training and other employment-related services at a single customer-friendly location.  

The purpose of the Disability Program Navigator initiative is to provide resources to the One-Stop Career Center system for more effective service delivery to persons with disabilities as well as assure the availability of comprehensive knowledge on disability issues that impact successful employment of this customer group.  The Navigator helps people with disabilities “navigate” through the enormous challenges of seeking work.  
Complex rules surrounding entitlement programs, along with fear of losing cash assistance and health benefits, can often discourage people with disabilities from working.  Therefore, a primary objective of the DPN initiative is to increase employment and self-sufficiency for persons with disabilities by linking them to employers and by facilitating access to programs and services that impact successful entry or reentry into the workforce.  For example, the Navigator helps individuals with disabilities access housing, transportation, health care and assistive technologies, which are often prerequisites to effective participation in training services or successful placement in employment leading to a good wage and long-term career potential.  
The Department of Labor and the Social Security Administration believe that the One-Stop Career Center system will provide seamless employment services to customers that will complement, rather than duplicate, other programs or services for which these individuals may be eligible.  A fact sheet on the DPN initiative is included in Appendix I.  
II.
BACKGROUND
The Disability Program Navigator initiative is the focus of a two-year pilot demonstration project jointly sponsored by the Department of Labor’s, Employment and Training Administration and the Social Security Administration’s, Office of Program Development and Research.  The DOL and SSA are jointly funding and training individuals selected as Navigators and will pilot and evaluate the Navigator positions.
In July 2003, the Department of Labor and Social Security Administration entered into Cooperative Agreements to implement the DPN two-year demonstration project within fourteen states where SSA is establishing employment support initiatives.  The fourteen states are Arizona, California, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, South Carolina, Oklahoma, Vermont, and Wisconsin.  
In FY 2003, the DOL and SSA jointly contributed 6 million dollars to support first year activities, which resulted in supporting approximately 131 Navigators.  In FY 2004, the agencies are jointly contributing 12 million dollars to accommodate the costs of the existing Navigators, and to fund additional programs and Navigators.  

In addition to the Disability Program Navigator initiative, the Department of Labor is also funding Navigator positions through the Round III Work Incentive Grant (WIG) projects.  The Work Incentive Grant program is designed to enhance the employability, employment and career advancement of people with disabilities through enhanced service delivery in the One-Stop delivery system established under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998.  A breakdown of the DPN and WIG Navigators is included in Appendix II. 

In July 2004, the Department of Labor will fund approximately 30 new grants under the Round IV Work Incentive Grant program.  One of the objectives of these grants is to “Enhance comprehensive services through implementation of Disability Program Navigator strategies.”

III.
OVERVIEW OF THE DISABILITY PROGRAM NAVIGATOR INITIATIVE
A.
Program Scope and Purpose
On February 1, 2001, President Bush announced the New Freedom Initiative (NFI).  The New Freedom Initiative represents a comprehensive program to provide employment and community participation of people with disabilities in all areas of society.  The NFI goals include: increased access through technology, expanded educational opportunities, integrating people with disabilities into the workforce, and promoting full access to community life.  In order to accomplish these goals, the NFI requires federal agencies to collaborate to make their programs more effective.  The DPN effort has been undertaken in the spirit of the New Freedom Initiative.  (To learn more about the NFI, access: http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/freedominitiative/freedominitiative.html) 
The Disability Program Navigator initiative is designed to:

· Provide seamless and comprehensive services to persons with disabilities in One-Stop Career Centers.

· Increase employment and self-sufficiency for Social Security beneficiaries and others with disabilities.

· Facilitate access to programs and services.

· Facilitate linkage to the employer community.

A Navigator will:

· Assist people with disabilities to access and navigate the complex provisions of various programs that impact their ability to gain, return to, or retain employment.

· Develop linkages and collaborate on an ongoing basis with employers to facilitate job placements for persons with disabilities.

· Facilitate the transition of in- or out-of-school youth with disabilities to secure employment and economic self-sufficiency.

· Conduct outreach to agencies and organizations that serve people with disabilities. 

· Serve as a resource on SSA’s work incentive and employment support programs and the provision of services through Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach organizations (BPAOs); Protection and Advocacy systems (P&As); and SSA’s employment-related demonstration projects.

· Serve as a resource to the workforce investment community to ensure the availability of comprehensive knowledge of federal, state, local and private programs that impact the ability of persons with disabilities to enter and remain in the workforce.
B.
Navigators
There are currently 202 DPN and WIG Navigators covering approximately 185 local areas across twenty-five states and these numbers will increase through the expansion of the current DPN projects in Year 2 and with the funding of a new round of Work Incentive Grants in July 2004.  This report focuses on the scope of work and activities of the Navigators associated with the DOL-SSA DPN initiative.
The Navigator works with multiple funding agencies and systems at the local level both within and outside of the workforce development system that impact the lives of youth and working-age adults with disabilities.  These systems relationships include, but are not limited to, Vocational Rehabilitation, Medicaid, Mental Health, Mental Retardation / Developmental Disabilities, Substance Abuse Providers, Adult Education and Literacy, Welfare-to-Work, Apprenticeship Programs, Housing, Transportation, Independent Living Centers and Local Education Agencies.  The Navigator works directly with these local systems to help increase coordination and collaboration and to build stronger relationships between the multiple funding agencies and systems and the One-Stop System.  
The anticipated outcomes of the DPN initiative include:

	Navigator Anticipated Outcomes

	Access to WIA Services:

· Core services

· Intensive services

· Training services

· Individual Training Accounts (ITAs)
	Expanded partner relationships (public)

· Mental Health 

· Mental Retardation / Developmental Disability

· Independent Living Centers

· Medicaid
· Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach

· Housing

· Transportation

· Vocational Rehabilitation

· Other Mandated One-Stop Partners
	Expanded Relationships with Employers:

· Internships

· On-the-Job Training

· Customized Job Development

· Employment Opportunities

· Accommodations Assistance

	Increased Employment:

· Wages

· Hours worked per week

· Retention
	
	

	Increased customer satisfaction with workforce system for persons with disabilities.
	
	Increased use of the Ticket by Social Security Beneficiaries

	
	
	Increase One-Stops becoming and linking with Employment Networks

	Utilization of Work Incentives
	Asset Development
	Blended funding support for individual job seekers with disabilities

	Utilization of Benefits Counselors
	Access to Technology
	

	Utilization of Medicaid 
Buy-In
	Self Employment
	Improved service, system and funder collaboration 


The fourteen DPN grantees are denoted in the table below by the project name, along with its state affiliation.  Throughout this report, a project will be classified by its state affiliation when identifying the activities and/or processes reported by the particular grantee.  (Also, see Appendix III—DPN Grantees Key Contact Information.)  
	Disability Program Navigator Projects

	Name of Grantee
	State Affiliation

	· Arizona Department of Economic Security
	Arizona

	· Employment Development Department
	California

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council
	Colorado

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board
	Delaware

	· Agency for Workforce Innovation
	Florida

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity
	Illinois

	· Iowa Workforce Development
	Iowa

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation
	Maryland

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development
	Massachusetts

	· New York State (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor)
	New York

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission
	Oklahoma

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission
	South Carolina

	· State of Vermont
	Vermont

	· Department of Labor and Workforce Development
	Wisconsin


C.
Disability Program Navigator Initiative Technical Assistance

The Law, Health Policy & Disability Center (LHPDC) at the University of Iowa College of Law, in its role as a partner in the Rehabilitation Research and Training Center on Workforce Investment and Employment Policy for People with Disabilities (RRTC), was awarded a contract from the Employment and Training Administration of the U.S. Department of Labor. The purpose of the contract is to assist the Department of Labor and the Social Security Administration, the regional Federal Project Officers (FPOs), and the Disability Program Navigator projects to build system capacity through training, technical assistance and information, and evaluation activities. 

In addition to its work with the DPN projects, since 2000, the LHPDC has also been providing information, training, evaluation and technical assistance to the DOL-funded Work Incentive Grantees.  Technical assistance activities began in 2000 with the first round of WIG grantees and will continue through the soon-to-be awarded round four WIG projects.  As a result of the work of the LHPDC with the WIG project, the grantees have been able to build the capacity of the workforce development system to provide effective and meaningful participation to job seekers with disabilities.
The LHPDC was established in 1993 and has focused on research and training activities to advance the social and economic independence of persons with disabilities.  (To learn more about the projects and activities of the LHPDC, access: http://disability.law.uiowa.edu/.  To learn more about its work with the DPN and WIG projects, access: http://disability.law.uiowa.edu/lhpdc/projects/doltech.html.) 
IV.
DISABILITY PROGRAM NAVIGATOR PROCESS EVALUATION ANALYSIS
The Navigator Quarterly Report evaluation instrument is one of four components that comprise the DPN Evaluation Plan.  In addition to the evaluation instrument, the evaluation plan includes the following three strategies: fourteen state evaluation utilizing a telephone survey approach; in-depth four state study; and a comparison of individual outcome date.  A brief description of each of these strategies is included in Appendix IV: Disability Program Navigator Evaluation Plan. 
A.
Navigator Quarterly Report Evaluation Instrument
The Navigator Quarterly Report evaluation instrument offers the opportunity to learn more about and document Navigator systems change activities nationwide.  The evaluation instrument is not an attempt to measure individual outcomes, but rather is an attempt to understand the process of system capacity building to support job seekers with disabilities.  The evaluation instrument  provides a broader picture of the impact that Navigators have as system change agents, resources and advisers.  It is anticipated that the evaluation instrument will provide a “yard stick” that, over time, will be used to build a more effective system of support for individual job seekers with disabilities both inside and outside of the workforce development system.

The evaluation instrument provides information on the scope and outcome of systems change activities of Navigators on a quarterly basis.  The evaluation instrument also serves an educational function, informing Navigators about different stakeholder partners and types of interventions that they should consider integrating into their systems change activities.  

The Navigator Quarterly Report assesses:

1 Time allocation in 8 areas by month.
2 Systems Relationship Activities (Scaled 1-3).
3 Systems Relationship Outcomes (Scaled 1-3).
4 Best Practices in Systems Relationships (Qualitative).
5 Linkages:
a. 3 areas (Benefits Planning, Ticket to Work, Vocational Rehabilitation) with type of involvement;
b. employers by 5 groups;
c. referrals from organizations (number of organizations, 0-12);
d. referrals made to organizations (number of organizations, 0-14); and
e. collaborations with employers, best practices (Qualitative).
6.
Best Practices – Job Seekers with Disabilities (Qualitative).
7.
Navigator needs (Qualitative).
Findings from the evaluation instrument provide:  

1.
Description of typical Navigator’s activities, including time allocation by type of activity, system relationships and outcomes, and involvement with organizations.

2.
Description of changes in Navigator’s activities over quarters by type of activity, system relationships and involvement with organizations.  

3.
Best Practices reports or “case studies” on systems relationships, collaborations with employers, and experiences of job seekers with disabilities.  These reports may be most useful within the Navigator project to inform other Navigators.
B.
Methodology
The reporting period for this analysis report covers Navigator activities for Quarter 1: January 1 through March 31, 2004.  While the DPN initiative officially began July 1st, many projects took the first six months to hire and get the Navigators onboard.  Therefore, it was agreed that it would be more appropriate and accurate to begin the reporting period six months into implementation.  Beginning with Quarter 1 in January 2004, the evaluation instrument will be completed on a quarterly basis.  
The information culled from the evaluation instrument will be updated after each quarter and presented as supplements to the original report.  A copy of the Quarterly Report template for Quarter 1 (January-March, 2004) is included in Appendix V.  

The information gleaned through the evaluation instrument is broken down into the following six major topic areas:

1 Time Allocation

2 Systems Relationships:  Improvement of Collaboration

3 Linkages

4 Relationship with Employers

5 Referrals Made to You

6 Referrals Made by You to Other Systems Collaborators

The grantees were instructed to respond to the questions/areas in the assessment tool as it applied to their scope of work over the course of the quarter.  One hundred and twenty-five (125) Navigators completed the process evaluation instrument.  There were a total of one hundred and thirty-one Navigators associated with the DPN initiative during this evaluation period.  Some of these positions represent shared positions and some represent Lead Navigator positions.  In the case where two Navigators share a position they had the option to compile their responses into one evaluation instrument.  Some of the Lead Navigators that serve in more of a supervisory role chose not complete an evaluation instrument.   For the purposes of this analysis, then, the “total number of Navigators -125” reflects the total number of completed quarterly reports that were submitted for Quarter 1.
C.
Navigator Background Information

The Navigators that comprise the DPN initiative come from different backgrounds and different areas and levels of experience.  For example, some Navigators brought to this position many years of experience in the field of disability but had no exposure to the workforce development system or vice verse.  Some Navigators are individuals themselves with a disability or have some personal or work-related experience with the needs and challenges of this customer group, where others may not.  Navigators are serving a mixture of geographical areas (i.e., urban—city-like, rural or a combination of both).  The local areas served by Navigators are often different not only in their geographical make-up, but also in size.  Some Navigators are responsible for covering the activities of one One-Stop Career Center or one local workforce investment area , while others are responsible for covering several Centers and areas.  
1 Out of one hundred and twenty-five Navigators, one hundred and one (101) were hired by the end of December 2003.  The majority of Navigators were hired during the months of October and November (39 and 27, respectively).

2 Out of one hundred and twenty-five Navigators, one hundred and six (106) are full-time.

3 Out of one hundred and twenty-five Navigators, the majority of the Navigators cover at least one region or one local workforce investment area, which can comprise anywhere from one to six or more counties.  Several, however, cover more than one region and/or local workforce investment area.

4 Out of one hundred and twenty-five Navigators, thirty-five (35) cover an urban area(s), thirty-eight (38) cover rural areas, and fifty-two (52) cover a combination of both urban and rural areas.  A breakdown by project is reflected in the following table.
	
	Geographical Area Covered by Navigators

	Name of Project
	Urban
	Rural
	Mixed

	· Arizona Department of Economic Security
	1
	
	4

	· Employment Development Department
	4
	1
	4

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council
	
	7
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board
	1
	1
	2

	· Agency for Workforce Innovation
	
	2
	3

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity
	6
	1
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development
	
	5
	3

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation
	2
	2
	5

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development
	2
	4
	7

	· New York State (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor)
	6
	11
	9

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission
	6
	
	2

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission
	4
	
	1

	· State of Vermont
	1
	3
	

	· Department of Labor and Workforce Development
	2
	1
	11

	Total Navigators
	35
	38
	52


D.
Findings:  Results At-A-Glance
The findings that follow are broken down into six discrete areas:

1. Time Allocation

2. Systems Relationships:  Improvement of Collaboration

3. Linkages

4. Relationship with Employers

5. Referrals Made to You

6. Referrals Made by You to Other Systems Collaborators

The findings, which are presented in two different formats, are included to illustrate the system building activity that is being accomplished by DPN Navigators to increase access and improve the effective and meaningful participation of persons with disabilities in the One-Stop delivery system.  Section V, DPN Process Evaluation Analysis Comparison Charts, compares the Navigator responses across the fourteen DPN projects to the evaluation instrument for each of the six topic areas.  The current section, Findings:  Results At-A-Glance, complements the tables found in Section V by providing a composite of the information gleaned in each of the six areas.  While, Section V documents the responses culled from the evaluation instrument by each of the fourteen DPN projects, the current section represents the collective responses across all projects to show “at a glance” how an average Navigator approached an activity over the course of the quarter. 
Each of the six subsections includes a brief description of the section purpose and a composite of the information gleaned from each of the six areas.  Each subsection will also include a breakdown of the major findings, along with any additional information that Navigators reported in the “Other” categories.  In addition to the “yes/no” or “rating type” questions, the evaluation instrument included three questions, which are more subjective in nature and allow the Navigator to provide answers in a narrative manner.  This information is included as Supplements to this report.  
· Supplement A: Systems Relationships
· Supplement B: Relationships with Employers
Supplement C: Meaningful Participation in the Workforce Development System: Experiences of Job Seekers with Disabilities

1.
TIME ALLOCATION
This section reflects data culled from Section B of the Navigator Quarterly Report relative to Time Allocation.  The purpose of this section of the evaluation instrument is to help us learn whether there are changes in a Navigator’s time allocation for specific types of activities during the quarter.   

The Time Allocation Composite, which is shown on the following page, represents a composite of the data that is reflected in the Time Allocation Comparison Chart found in Section V.  The purpose of the composite is to show “at-a-glance” the average time spent by a Navigator during each month of the quarter for each type of activity.  
Time Allocation:  Key Findings
1.1
During all three months—January, February and March—Navigators reported allocating the majority of their time to: a. Navigator Training and Development and b. Service Collaboration.
1.2
In addition to the eight activities associated with time allocation, Navigators reported allocating a significant amount of time in the “Other” category to:

1.2.1
Development of promotional/marketing materials. (Arizona, Massachusetts)
1.2.2
Travel, i.e., commuting between sites.  (Colorado, Iowa, Massachusetts, Wisconsin)

1.2.3
Administrative duties, i.e., paperwork, computer work.  (New York)
1.2.4
Relationship building and networking with other organizations/agencies. (California)
1.2.5
Employment services. (Colorado)
1.2.6
Meetings and conferences.  (Illinois, Iowa)
1.2.7
Coordinating training and technical assistance for state Navigators (reported by Lead Navigators).  (California, Iowa, Maryland)
1.2.8
Plan development and implementation.  (Maryland)
	Time Allocation Composite

	
	Jan

(Total %)
	Feb

(Total %)
	Mar

(Total %)

	· Service Collaboration 
	16.6%

(Navigators = 107)
	19%

(Navigators = 113)
	18.7%

(Navigators = 120)

	· Training and Education 
	11.9%

(Navigators = 97)
	11.6%

(Navigators = 107)
	12.4%

(Navigators = 109)

	· Relationship Building with Employers 
	9%

(Navigators = 76)
	9.5%

(Navigators = 80)
	11%

(Navigators = 92)

	· One-on-One Customer Contact 
	14%

(Navigators = 104)
	15.2%

(Navigators = 109)
	16.3%

(Navigators = 113)

	· Accessibility Problem Solving 
	9.9%

(Navigators = 87)
	10.2%

(Navigators = 96)
	12%

(Navigators = 96)

	· Information and Referral 
	12.6%

(Navigators = 103)
	13.4%

(Navigators = 109)
	15%

(Navigators = 117)

	· Outreach to Consumers 
	12.1%

(Navigators = 91)
	13%

(Navigators = 96)
	15.2%

(Navigators = 107)

	· Navigator Training and Development 
	24%

(Navigators = 113)
	20.5%

(Navigators = 113)
	18.9%

(Navigators = 119)

	“Navigators =” represents the combined number of Navigators across all 14 projects that responded to the respective question out of a total of 125 DPN Navigators that submitted Quarterly Reports. 


2.
SYSTEMS RELATIONSHIPS:  IMPROVEMENT OF COLLABORATION
This section reflects data culled from Section C of the Navigator Quarterly Report relative to Systems Relationships.  The purpose of this section of the evaluation instrument is to help us learn what level of activity and level of outcomes/results the Navigator experienced with the identified areas for potential systems relationships.  It is not expected that any Navigator will—in any quarter—have significant or even limited activity in all twenty-four identified areas.  It is expected, however, over a two-year period that most Navigators will have limited or significant activity with each of these systems.

The Systems Relationships Composite, which is found on the following pages, represents a composite of the data that is reflected in the Systems Relationships Comparison Chart found in Section V.  The purpose of the composite is to show “at-a-glance” the total number of Navigators across all 14 DPN projects that reported that they experienced either “significant” or “limited” activity with the identified areas 
Systems Relationships:  Key Findings
2.1 Over the course of the quarter, seventy-four (74) Navigators reported that they experienced the most “significant activity” with “significant outcomes” with One-Stop Front-Line Staff to provide Core Services, followed by Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors (54) for developing systems relationships.
2.2 In addition to the twenty-four organizations/agencies, Navigators reported that they experienced “significant activity” with “significant outcomes” with the following federal, state or local programs:
2.2.1 Service Organizations/Clubs. (Arizona)
2.2.2 Aid to the Needy Disabled. (Colorado)
2.2.3 Department of Corrections / Offender Programs. (Colorado, Iowa)
2.2.4 Starpoint (Developmental Opportunities). (Colorado)
2.2.5 Youth Related Organizations (Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Maryland, New York, Oklahoma )
2.2.6 Division of Visually Impaired / Deaf and Hard of Hearing Services. (Delaware, Massachusetts)
2.2.7 SSA Local Offices. (Delaware)
2.2.8 Community Action Agency. (Florida)

2.2.9 Mayor’s/Governor’s Office on Disability. (Florida, Maryland)

2.2.10 ARC. (Florida)

2.2.11 Department of Employment Security. (Illinois)

2.2.12 Work Incentive Grantees. (Illinois)

2.2.13 Assistive Technology Project. (Illinois)

2.2.14 Health and Disability Advocates. (Illinois)

2.2.15 Office of Community Conservation. (Maryland)

2.2.16 Department of Community Services. (Maryland)

2.2.17 Disability Law Center. (Maryland, Oklahoma)

2.2.18 Business Outreach Team / Business Leadership Network. (Maryland)

2.2.19 Vocational and Educational Serv for Individuals with Disabilities. (New York)
2.2.20 Direct Job Placement. (New York)

2.2.21 Educational Institutions. (Oklahoma)

2.2.22 State and Federal Representatives. (Oklahoma)

2.2.23 Manufacturers’ Resource Network. (Oklahoma)
	Systems Relationships Composite

	
	Significant Activity With:
	Limited Activity With:

	
	Significant Outcomes
	Limited Outcomes
	No Outcomes
	Significant Outcomes
	Limited Outcomes
	No Outcomes

	· Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors (Navigators = 124)
	54
	31
	2
	2
	26
	5

	· Social Security Area Work Incentive Coordinator (AWIC) (Navigators = 123)
	12
	8
	1
	1
	27
	17

	· Social Security Field Office (Navigators = 118)
	15
	8
	
	3
	38
	17

	· Benefits Counselors from the Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach Project (BPAO) (Navigators = 124)
	44
	8
	1
	4
	42
	11

	· Local Workforce Investment Board (Navigators = 112)
	19
	10
	
	1
	43
	9

	· One-Stop Front-Line Staff (Core Services) (Navigators = 123)
	74
	25
	
	3
	16
	

	· One-Stop Counselors (Intensive and Training Services) (Navigators = 124)
	53
	16
	1
	
	35
	6

	· One-Stop Business Development Staff (Navigators = 123)
	35
	11
	
	3
	43
	10

	· Medicaid Buy-In (Navigators = 117)
	4
	5
	1
	
	20
	8

	· Mental Health Agencies (Navigators = 123)
	17
	11
	1
	2
	55
	12

	· Mental Retardation/Developmental Disabilities Agency (Navigators = 121) 
	12
	14
	
	1
	46
	19

	· Adult Education and Literacy (Navigators = 123)
	8
	10
	
	2
	33
	22

	· Substance Abuse Provider (Navigators = 120)
	5
	5
	
	1
	19
	13

	· Welfare-to-Work (TANF) (Navigators = 120)
	11
	10
	1
	
	34
	17

	· Veterans Employment Representatives and Disabled Veterans Outreach Programs (Navigators = 122)
	23
	13
	2
	2
	44
	18

	· Apprenticeship Programs (Navigators = 118)
	3
	1
	
	1
	14
	7

	· Older American’s Employment Programs (Navigators = 120)
	12
	9
	
	3
	29
	23

	· Transportation (Navigators = 122)
	6
	7
	2
	3
	31
	18

	· Food Stamps (Navigators = 122)
	6
	7
	
	1
	21
	12

	· Financial Education Programs (Navigators = 118)
	3
	3
	2
	
	16
	11

	· Independent Living Centers (Navigators = 122)
	35
	13
	4
	1
	29
	9

	· Other Disability-Related Organizations (Navigators = 117)
	32
	22
	1
	2
	41
	5

	· Local Education Agencies (Navigators = 120)
	20
	11
	
	
	45
	15

	· Youth Council (Navigators =115)
	7
	9
	1
	
	27
	12

	“Navigators =” represents the combined number of Navigators across all 14 projects that responded to the respective question out of a total of 125 DPN Navigators that submitted Quarterly Reports.


3 LINKAGES
This section reflects data culled from Section D of the Navigator Quarterly Report relative to linkages with three entities:  Social Security Administration’s Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach (BPAO) Program, the Ticket to Work and Employment Networks, and the Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) Agency.  The purpose of this section of the evaluation instrument is to help us learn what types of linkages have been developed between the One-Stop Career Center (and/or the Local Workforce Investment Board in the case of the Ticket to Work and Employment Networks) and the local area(s) covered by the Navigator.  

The data is divided into 3 subsections and documents the responses culled from the evaluation instrument for the three programs (the Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach Program, the Ticket to Work and Employment Networks, and the Vocational Rehabilitation Agency) in terms of reported linkages.   

For the first and third program, Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach and Vocational Rehabilitation Agency, the Navigator was provided with three choices (co-location, shared information and training) and was asked to select all of the choices that identified the linkages that have been developed between the One-Stop Career Center(s) that the Navigator covers and the respective program.  The second program, Ticket to Work and Employment Networks, also offered three choices but the Navigator was asked to only identify one of the three choices to indicate the linkages that have been developed between the One-Stop Career Center(s) and/or the Local Workforce Investment Board and the respective program.  For the second program it is important to note that because several Navigators cover more than one Career Center and/or local workforce investment area, they may have selected more than one choice.

The Linkages Composite, which is found on the following pages, represents a composite of the data that is reflected in the Linkages Comparison Chart found in Section V.  The purpose of the composite is to show “at-a-glance” the total number of Navigators across all 14 DPN projects that reported linkages between the area(s) that they cover and the three programs.

Key Findings:  Linkages
3.1 Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach:  Over the course of the quarter, one hundred and two (102) Navigators reported that the greatest linkage they experienced with the SSA’s BPAO Program was through Shared Information, followed by Training (88).

3.1.1 Navigators reported the following additional forms of linkages and/or described their relationship with the BPAO Program through the “Other” category:

3.1.1.1 While the BPAO office is 150 miles from the One-Stop, Navigator initiated planning for a training seminar for local beneficiaries and service providers, including One Stop staff, on SSA work incentives and the Ticket program. Individual consultations with beneficiaries will be scheduled on the same day as needed.  The seminar, tentatively scheduled for June 2004, will be presented by BPAO specialist and the SSA Area Work Incentives Coordinator. It will be co-sponsored by the One Stop. (California)
3.1.1.2 BPAO accompanies Navigator to local agencies to explain their services. (Colorado)
3.1.1.3 BPAO staff meet with clients and Navigators in One-Stop Centers, though they do not maintain their own office space there.  (California, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Massachusetts)
3.1.1.4 The BPAO project has partnered with the Navigator to help provide follow-up services on a local level with some of the customers in the area.  Because of Navigator’s involvement in the past with the State Partnership Systems Change Initiative (SPI) grant many of these links were already established. (Iowa)
3.1.1.5 Included ‘Contact BPAO” in the process map or other material designed for staff to follow when a customer indicates having a disability-related need, and One-Stop staff are now becoming more familiar with this resource for their customers. (Maryland, New York, Wisconsin)
3.1.1.6 Attend meetings and serve on similar Boards and Committees. (California, New York, Wisconsin)
3.1.1.7 The BPAO provided training to all the One-Stop front line staff and all Navigators through funding of the Work Incentive grant. (Oklahoma)

3.2 Ticket to Work and Employment Networks: Over the course of the quarter, seventeen (17) Navigators reported that the greatest linkage they experienced with the Ticket to Work Program and Employment Networks was Working with Organizations to become an EN, followed by reporting that the One-Stop Center or Local Workforce Investment Board in the area(s) they cover has Become an EN (13).
3.2.1 Navigators reported the following organizations that they were working with to become an EN and/or described their relationships:
3.2.1.1 55 years and older program.  (Arizona)
3.2.1.2 Non-profit agency that serves individuals with disabilities. (Arizona, California, Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, Wisconsin)
3.2.1.3 Working with an EN to do in take interviews onsite to utilize the free rooms used for interviewing and to help those who do not have transportation so they would only have to go to one place. (Arizona)
3.2.1.4 Attended “grant” opportunity meeting to identify private foundations that will fund “disabilities” related projects, including covering the start-up costs associated with ENs. (California)
3.2.1.5 Employment Services.  (California)
3.2.1.6 Educational Institutions. (Illinois, Iowa)
3.2.1.7 Behavioral / Mental Health Centers. (Illinois, Maryland)
3.2.1.8 Development Corporations. (Illinois) 
3.2.1.9 In Massachusetts, a statewide application is being filed that will cover all Career Centers. (Massachusetts)
3.2.1.10 Business Leadership Network. (New York)

3.3 Vocational Rehabilitation: Over the course of the quarter, one hundred and eleven (111) Navigators reported that the greatest linkage they experienced with the VR Agency was through Shared Information, followed by Co-Location (97).
3.3.1 Navigators reported additional forms of linkages and/or described their relationship with the VR Agency in the “Other” category:

3.3.1.1 The local VR office is a One-Stop partner agency, and through their co-operative with the Mental Health Department, so is mental health.  Currently, the state’s Department of Rehabilitation (DOR), an EN and a Career Services Center partner, acts as the point-of-entry for services to ticket holders under the Ticket-to-Work Program. (California)
3.3.1.2 Policy development. (California)

3.3.1.2.1 Great working relationship; however, some of the their policies have blocked the sharing of some information. (Iowa)

3.3.1.3 Developed an appropriate referral system; for example, VR provides referrals to the Navigator and the Navigator is able to call VR Counselors to discuss possible placements and referrals. (California, Colorado, Iowa, Massachusetts, New York, Vermont, Wisconsin)
3.3.1.4 VR administers assessments.  (Colorado)
3.3.1.5 Navigator is included in the IPE (individualized plan for employment) process. (Colorado)
3.3.1.6 If a client is placed on a waiting list or does not qualify for VR services, the client is referred to the Navigator for possible referral to other agencies that can provide assistance. (Colorado)
3.3.1.7 Local VR unit was without 2 lead supervisors and there was great back log in the VR system.  Navigator will be meeting with the new Supervisor and will be presenting to the whole VR regional unit regarding the DPN Program as well as discussing how to standardize the partnership as well as discuss a Memorandum of Understanding on Ticket payments for shared customers. (Florida)
3.3.1.8 Increased collaboration with VR on the state level due to the agencies involvement with the Offender Workforce Development Specialist training. (Iowa)

3.3.1.9 Attend meetings and/or serve on similar committees and Boards. (California, Iowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, Vermont, Wisconsin)
3.3.1.10 Discussion with VR staff about cooperative use of bilingual staff as interpreter. (New York)
3.3.1.11 Outreach meetings between the local DPN staff and all counselors, managers and staff in workforce development area, demonstration of assistive software, discussion of trends and resources.  Developed a formal process of coordination with VR, whereby all customers who receive a notice re: order of selection with VR, are given a brochure and contact information for the local DPN staff in order to learn about other available employment and disability rights and resources. Use of VR office space on an itinerant basis by the local DPN staff.  Shared outreach space between VR and DPN at Job Fairs. Problem solve potential communication barrier for customers.  Participation of VR staff in self-survey re: disability issues.  Monthly email by local DPN staff includes all VR staff to expedite referrals to DPN staff and to advise of local, regional, statewide and national disability-related resources. (Wisconsin)
	Linkages Composite

	
	Co-Location
	Shared Information
	Training

	SSA’s Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach Program 

Navigators reported the following linkages between the One-Stop(s) and the BPAO program.
	28
	102
	88

	

	
	One-Stop or LWIB has applied to become an EN
	One-Stop or LWIB has become an EN
	Working with organizations to become an EN

	Ticket to Work and Employment Networks

Navigators reported that the One-Stop Center(s) and/or Local Workforce Investment Board (LWIB) has become or applied to become an Employment Network (EN)
	5*


	13
	17

	*Of note, while not included in the total number for this question, DCS is submitting a statewide application to become an EN to cover all Career Centers in the state of Massachusetts. 

	

	
	Co-Location
	Shared Information
	Training

	Vocational Rehabilitation Agency

Navigators reported linkages between the One-Stop Center(s) and Vocational Rehabilitation.
	97
	111
	87

	Numbers represented are out of 125, which represents the combined number of Navigators across all 14 projects that submitted Quarterly Reports.  It is important to remember that for each of these three questions, Navigators were allowed to report “more than one” response. 


4 RELATIONSHIP WITH EMPLOYERS
This section reflects data culled from Section E of the Navigator Quarterly Report relative to relationships with employers.  The purpose of this section of the evaluation instrument is to help us learn what types of entities in the employer/business community Navigators have contacted/worked with over the course of the quarter.  These entities include the Chamber of Commerce, Business Leadership Network, Local Workforce Investment Board, Business Relations Group Employers, and Business Development Staff at the One-Stop.

The Relationships with Employers Composite, which is shown on the following page, represents a composite of the data that is reflected in the Relationships with Employers Comparison Chart found in Section V.  The purpose of the composite is to show “at-a-glance” the total number of Navigators across all 14 DPN projects that reported relationships with the five entities over the course of the quarter.   

Key Findings:  Relationship with Employers
4.1 Over the course of the quarter, ninety-eight (98) Navigators reported that they had developed the greatest employer relationships with the Business Development Staff at the One-Stop, followed by the Local Workforce Investment Board (95).
4.2 In addition to the five entities associated with relationships with employers, Navigators reported developing and/or describing additional relationships in the “Other” category with:
4.2.1 Community Action Network. (Arizona)
4.2.2 Educational Institutions. (Arizona, California, Colorado, Wisconsin)

4.2.3 Service Clubs and Local Businesses. (Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, Oklahoma, South Carolina )

4.2.4 Other disability-related organizations. (Arizona, California, Colorado, New York)

4.2.5 Advocated and provided education to employers regarding the hiring of individuals who are deaf. (California)

4.2.6 WorkAbility. (California)

4.2.7 Employer-related Committees and Councils / Service Units. (Vermont)
4.2.8 Human Resource Management associations. (Iowa, Massachusetts, Wisconsin)
4.2.9 Talked with employers that have called the One-Stop Center with disability-related questions. (Iowa)
4.2.10 Working closely with Federal Disability Program Manager with Department of Homeland Security and NIH to assist them with their New Freedom Initiative goals. (Maryland)
4.2.11 Program air time with local network TV station. (Maryland)

4.2.12 Career / Job fair. (Massachusetts, Vermont)

	Relationships with Employers Composite

	RELATIONSHIPS WITH EMPLOYERS

Navigators reported that they had contacted/worked with the following entities over the course of the quarter. 

	Chamber of Commerce
	70

	Business Leadership Network
	43

	Local Workforce Investment Board
	95

	Business Relations Group Employers
	49

	Business Development Staff at the One-Stop
	98

	Numbers represented are out of 125, which represents the combined number of Navigators across all 14 projects that submitted Quarterly Reports.  It is important to remember that for each of these areas, Navigators were allowed to report “more than one” response.


5 REFERRALS MADE TO YOU
This section reflects data culled from Section F of the Navigator Quarterly Report relative to the types of entities that are making referrals to the Navigators.  The purpose of this section of the evaluation instrument is to help us learn what types of entities are seeking the assistance of Navigators to help problem solve individual or systems collaboration issues over the course of the quarter.  This list includes organizations both within and outside of the workforce development system.

The Referrals Made To You Composite, which is shown on the following page, represents a composite of the data that is reflected in the Referrals Made To You Comparison Chart found in Section V.  The purpose of the composite is to show “at-a-glance” the total number of Navigators across all 14 DPN projects that reported which entities sought their assistance to help problem solve over the course of the quarter.   
Key Findings:  Referrals Made To You

5.1 One hundred and eleven (111) Navigators reported the entity that sought their assistance the most to problem solve individual or systems collaboration issues was Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors, followed by the Mental Health Agency (72).
5.2 In addition to the ten entities, Navigators reported the following “Other Disability Organizations” that sought their assistance over the quarter. 
5.2.1 Traumatic Brain Association. (Arizona, New York, Oklahoma)*
5.2.2 Division/Department of the Blind/Visually Impaired and/or Deaf or Handicapped. (Arizona, California, Delaware, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, Vermont)*
5.2.3 Community Catalyst. (California)

5.2.4 Rehab without Walls. (California)

5.2.5 WorkAbility. (California)*
5.2.6 Sensory Access Foundation. (California)*
5.2.7 TransAccess. (California)*
5.2.8 Customized Employment Program. (California, Illinois)*
5.2.9 Community Access and Resource Center / Action Programs. (California, New York)

5.2.10 Veteran’s Services. (California, Illinois, Massachusetts, Vermont)*
5.2.11 School to Work / Youth Programs. (California, Colorado, Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, Wisconsin)*
5.2.12 Division/Department of Social / Human Services (California, Colorado, Illinois, Iowa, New York, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Wisconsin)*
5.2.13 Benefits Counselors. (Delaware)

5.2.14 Goodwill. (California, Delaware, Iowa, Oklahoma)*
5.2.15 Abilities of Florida. (Florida)

5.2.16 Telecommunications Relay, Inc. (Florida)

5.2.17 Children’s Services. (Illinois, New York)

5.2.18 ARC. (Florida, Illinois, Maryland, New York)*
5.2.19 Parents Alliances / Councils. (Illinois, New York)
5.2.20 State / Local Disability Program. (Iowa, Wisconsin)

5.2.21 MS Society. (Iowa)

5.2.22 Advocates Creating Changes for People with Disabilities. (Iowa)

5.2.23 Easter Seals. (Delaware, Iowa)*
5.2.24 Healthy and Ready to Work. (Iowa)

5.2.25 Developmental Disabilities. (California, Colorado, Maryland, Wisconsin)*
5.2.26 Melwood Training Center. (Maryland)

5.2.27 Diversity Disability Resource Center. (Massachusetts)
5.2.28 Work Opportunities. (Massachusetts, Wisconsin)*
5.2.29 Supported Employment Programs. (New York, Oklahoma)

5.2.30 Protection & Advocacy, PABSS. (California, New York, South Carolina)*
5.2.31 Occupations, Inc. (New York)

5.2.32 United Way. (Florida, Oklahoma)*
5.2.33 American Cancer. (Oklahoma)

5.2.34 Assistive Technology Programs. (California, Florida, Iowa, Vermont, Wisconsin)*
5.2.35 United Cerebral Palsy. (Wisconsin)*
5.2.36 Web-based resources. (California)*

5.2.37 TANF / Welfare to Work. (Colorado, Oklahoma, Wisconsin)*

5.3 Navigators also reported the following “Other” entities that sought their assistance:

5.3.1 Community Action Network. (Arizona, Iowa, Vermont)*
5.3.2 Community and Faith Based Organizations. (Arizona, Oklahoma, Wisconsin)*
5.3.3 Fresh Start. (Arizona)

5.3.4 Bread of Life Rescue Mission. (California)

5.3.5 Friends of co-workers / Other clients / Self-Referrals. (California, Colorado, Delaware, Illinois, Iowa, Massachusetts, New York, Oklahoma, Wisconsin)*
5.3.6 Educational Institutions. (California, Colorado, Delaware, Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, Oklahoma, Wisconsin)*
5.3.7 WIA / One-Stop Staff. (California, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Iowa, Massachusetts, New York, Wisconsin)*
5.3.8 Business and Professional Women’s Group. (Colorado)

5.3.9 Department of Corrections / Adult and Juvenile Probation (Colorado, Iowa, Wisconsin)*
5.3.10 Aging & Disability Centers /Older Workers Programs. (Arizona, California, Delaware, Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, New York, Wisconsin)*
5.3.11 Community Connections. (Massachusetts)

5.3.12 Local, state and federal government offices and representatives. (Oklahoma, Wisconsin)*
5.3.13 Native American Programs (Oklahoma)*
5.3.14 Literacy Programs. (Massachusetts, Oklahoma, Wisconsin)*
* The findings in the current section, Referrals Made to You, and the next section, Referrals Made To Other Systems Collaborators, reveals cross collaboration and information sharing among several of these “Other” systems collaborators.  As a result, an asterisk “*” was placed beside the entities to which Navigators reported both receiving and making referrals.  

	Referrals Made To You Composite

	REFERRALS MADE TO YOU

Navigators reported that the following entities sought their assistance to problem solve individual or systems collaboration issues over the course of the quarter.  

	· Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach Program
	60

	· Social Security Field Office
	39

	· Employment Network
	47

	· Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors
	111

	· Medicaid Waiver Provider
	21

	· Transportation Agency
	28

	· Housing Resource
	44

	· Mental Health Agency
	72

	· Substance Abuse Provider
	33

	· Independent Living Center
	67

	Numbers represented are out of 125, which represents the combined number of Navigators across all 14 projects that submitted Quarterly Reports.  It is important to remember that for each of these entities, Navigators were allowed to report “more than one” response.


6 REFERRALS MADE TO OTHER SYSTEMS COLLABORATORS
This section reflects data culled from Section G of the Navigator Quarterly Report relative to what types of systems collaborators Navigators are making referrals to.  The purpose of this section of the evaluation instrument is to help us learn what types of persons and/or agencies the Navigators are making referrals to, to support an employment or other related need of a job seeker with a disability over the course of the quarter.  This list includes organizations both within and outside of the workforce development system.

The Referrals Made To Other Systems Collaborators Composite, shown on the following pages, represents a composite of the data that is reflected in the Referrals Made To Other Systems Collaborators Comparison Chart found in Section V.  The purpose of the composite is to show “at-a-glance” the average number of referrals made by a Navigator over the course of the quarter to each of the systems collaborators.
Key Findings:  Referrals Made To Other Systems Collaborators
6.1 One hundred and six (106) Navigators reported that they made the most referrals to Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors to support an employment or other-related need of a job seeker with a disability over the course of the quarter (average of 10.1 referrals). This was followed by referrals to Employment Networks (average of 8.7) and the Social Security Field Office (average of 7.4).  
6.2 In addition to the twelve entities, Navigators reported the following “Other Disability Organizations” to which they made referrals to support the needs of a job seeker with a disability over the quarter.  
6.2.1 Able Disabled Advocacy. (California)
6.2.2 Project Hired. (California)
6.2.3 Hope Services (California)
6.2.4 Disability and Business Technical Assistance Center. (California, Oklahoma, Vermont, Wisconsin)
6.2.5 Resources for individuals with learning disabilities. (California, New York)
6.2.6 Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program. (Illinois)
6.2.7 Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination. (Massachusetts)
6.2.8 Web based resources. (Massachusetts, Wisconsin)
6.2.9 Epilepsy Foundation. (New York)
6.2.10 Telecommunications Equipment Purchase Program. (Wisconsin)
6.3 Navigators also reported the following “Other” entities that sought their assistance:
6.3.1 Legal Aid. (California, Iowa, New York, Oklahoma )
6.3.2 Family Care Centers / Services. (Colorado, New York)
6.3.3 Housing / Homeless Agencies. (Iowa, Massachusetts)
6.3.4 Women’s Center. (Massachusetts)
6.3.5 Salvation Army. (New York, Oklahoma, Wisconsin)
6.3.6 Small Business Administration / Micro Business Development. (New York, Vermont)
6.3.7 Department of Motor Vehicles. (New York)
6.3.8 Food Bank. (Oklahoma)
6.3.9 Parent Training and Information Center. (Vermont)
6.3.10 Lifeline/Linkup phone bill reduction program. (Wisconsin)
Of note, many of the organizations/programs Navigators reported making referrals to in the “Other” category are the same entities that also made referrals to the Navigator.  These entities have already been identified by an asterisk “*” in the previous section “5. Referrals Made To You.”  The entities listed above in the “Other” categories are in addition to those already identified.  

	Referrals Made To Other Systems Collaborators Composite

	REFERRALS MADE TO OTHER SYSTEMS COLLABORATORS

Navigators reported that they made referrals to the following entities to support an employment or other-related need of a job seeker with a disability over the course of the quarter.

	· Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach Program
	6.7

(Navigators = 90)

	· Social Security Field Office
	7.4

(Navigators = 71)

	· Employment Network
	8.7

(Navigators = 50)

	· Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors
	10.1

Navigators = 106)

	· Medicaid Waiver Provider
	6.6

(Navigators = 35)

	· Transportation Agency
	6.3

(Navigators = 51)

	· Housing Resource
	5.2

(Navigators = 73)

	· Mental Health Agency
	5.2

(Navigators = 75)

	· Substance Abuse Provider
	4.5

(Navigators = 25)

	· Independent Living Center
	5.8

(Navigators = 69)

	· Job Accommodation Network
	6

(Navigators = 49)

	· IRS for Tax Issues
	3.8

(Navigators = 18)

	“Navigators =” represents the combined number of Navigators across all 14 projects that responded to the respective question out of a total of 125 DPN Navigators that submitted Quarterly Reports. 


E.
Challenges and Successful Strategies
Throughout the first nine months of implementation, the Navigators identified three major challenges to building system capacity to improve access and meaningful and effective participation in the workforce development system for persons with disabilities.  While challenges and barriers remain, Navigators continue to develop innovative ways to address these challenges and break down the barriers.  
1.
One-Stop Staff Relationships

Challenge – Understanding the role of the Navigator:  The Navigator is housed in a One-Stop Career Center, and for many Centers the concept of the “Navigator” position was a new one.  This led to confusion about the roles and responsibilities of the Navigator in relation to the other One-Stop staff.  Other barriers reported by DPN Project Leads and Navigators indicated that some local areas were experiencing a disconnect between the DOL and SSA vision of the roles and responsibilities for the Navigator position vs. how the local level felt this position should be laid out. 
Successful strategies:  To introduce their role to One-Stop staff and to explain the intent of this initiative, many Navigators developed promotional materials and provided trainings on the concept of the DPN initiative and outlined how the intent of the role of the Navigator is to facilitate and complement the current One-Stop system on behalf of individuals with disabilities.  As a result, staff from the Centers are reporting the influence and awareness the Navigator has raised on disability issues.  To address the challenges being experienced at the local level, DOL and SSA, in conjunction with the TA Provider, planned a set of DPN orientation audio conference calls to familiarize local level supervisors and Workforce Investment Board directors with the roles and responsibilities of the Navigator.  This set of audio conference calls included key staff from DOL and SSA discussing their vision of the DPN initiative, along with an example of a navigator and their supervisor discussing their experiences.
2.
Building System Relationships

Challenge – Within and outside of the One-Stop Center: Building on the understanding of the role and responsibilities of the Navigator in relation to other One-Stop staff is the role of the Navigator in relation to other system partners, such as Vocational Rehabilitation and other partners that serve individuals with disabilities.  Many Navigators reported that system partners viewed the role of the Navigator as serving the same purpose and/or trying to take over providing the supports and services of these already well-established partners.
Successful strategies:  As with One-Stop staff, Navigators have developed presentations and training materials and have taken the opportunity to clarify the roles and responsibilities of their position.  As a result, Navigators report that they have fostered collaborative working relationships with One-Stop mandated and non-mandated partners, and with the disability community.  Navigators are forming relationships by outreaching to the different entities to make them aware of not only the DPN initiative but also the services available in the One-Stop Centers.  Likewise, Navigators are also familiarizing themselves with the services and supports offered by the system partners.  For example, Navigators are collaborating with other systems change grantees within their state.  Navigators are setting up appropriate referral systems with systems collaborators.  Where programs are not co-located in the One-Stop, many Navigators have worked to build system relationships by arranging specific times when representatives from these systems, such as VR counselors and the Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach specialists, spend time in the One-Stop.
3.
Time Management

Challenge – Competing interests: Time management issues are more individualized.  The Navigators that are responsible for covering large areas, which encompass several One-Stop Centers, find it difficult to find  time to juggle their time appropriately.  Likewise, Navigators that cover more rural areas report challenges in getting the information disseminated around the area.  The role and responsibilities of the Navigator can be overwhelming and some Navigators find it challenging to prioritize their work and not take on so many responsibilities all at once.  Finding time to participate in national TA activities proves to be a challenge as well.  Finally, as awareness builds of the DPN initiative and their role within the system, Navigators are being asked to participate in a multitude of trainings and meetings, which takes them out of the One-Stop Center.
Successful strategies:  As Navigators begin to outreach to and form collaborative working relationships with other systems partners, they are finding that they are able to complement rather than duplicate each other’s work.  This has taken some of the strain out of having to be in two places at the same time.  Navigators that cover multiple Centers or large geographical areas are learning how to prioritize and schedule their time in each Center, as well as how to use other means to coordinate supports and services.  Many of the national TA presentations, such as the audio conference series and working groups, are summarized and/or audio taped, and, where appropriate, Power Point presentations are created to accompany the audio portion of a presentation.  The summaries, audio portion and supporting documents and materials are all archived and posted to either the grantee collaborative space on the One-Stop Toolkit and/or the LHPDC websites.  This allows Navigators to have access to these materials before, during and after the event.
V.
DPN PROCESS EVALUATION ANALYSIS COMPARISON CHARTS
Section V complements the composite findings that were highlighted in Subsection, D. Findings:  Results At-A-Glance.  The current section, DPN Process Evaluation Analysis Comparison Charts, compares the responses reported by the Navigators for each of the six topic areas across the fourteen DPN projects.  The information is displayed in six comparison charts 

1
Time Allocation:  This table documents the responses culled from the evaluation instrument for the eight activities associated with time allocation.  For each activity, the responses for each of the 14 DPN projects have been compiled and averaged to obtain totals for each of the three months in the quarter.

2
Systems Relationships:  Improvement of Collaboration: This table documents the responses culled from the evaluation instrument for the 24 agencies/organizations in terms of the level of activity and outcomes.  For each agency/organization, the level of “significant” and “limited” activity with any reported level of outcomes/results for each of the 14 DPN projects have been compiled to obtain totals for the quarter.

3
Linkages:  This table is divided into 3 subsections and documents the responses culled from the evaluation instrument for the three programs (the Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach Program, the Ticket to Work and Employment Networks, and the Vocational Rehabilitation Agency) in terms of reported linkages.   The responses from the 14 DPN projects have been compiled to obtain the totals for the quarter.  

For the first and third program, Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach and Vocational Rehabilitation Agency, the Navigator was provided with three choices (co-location, shared information and training) and was asked to select all of the choices that identified the linkages that have been developed between the One-Stop Career Center(s) that the Navigator covers and the respective program.  The second program, Ticket to Work and Employment Networks, also offered three choices but the Navigator was asked to only identify one of the three choices to indicate the linkages that have been developed between the One-Stop Career Center(s) and/or the Local Workforce Investment Board and the respective program.  For the second program it is important to note that because several Navigators cover more than one Career Center and/or local workforce investment area, they may have selected more than one choice.
4
Relationship with Employers:  This table documents the responses culled from the evaluation instrument for the five entities associated with relationships with employers.  For each of the entities, the responses for each of the 14 DPN projects have been compiled to obtain the totals for the quarter.
5
Referrals Made to You:  This table documents the responses culled from the evaluation instrument relative to ten organizations/agencies that are seeking the assistance of Navigators to help problem solve individual or systems collaboration issues.  For each of the ten entities, the responses for each of the 14 DPN projects have been compiled to obtain the totals for the quarter.
6
Referrals Made by You to Other Systems Collaborators:  This table documents the responses culled from the evaluation instrument relative to twelve organizations/agencies that Navigators report they are making referrals to, to support an employment or other related need of a job seeker with a disability.  For each of the twelve entities, the responses for each of the 14 DPN projects have been compiled to obtain the totals for the quarter.  
DPN PROCESS EVALUATION ANALYSIS COMPARISON CHARTS

COMPILATION OF NAVIGATOR RESPONSES BY DPN PROJECT
1.  Time Allocation
NOTES AND KEY:

· Under the name of each project, in the left hand column, it includes the number of Navigators that responded to each question for each month out of the total number of Navigators for the state that submitted Quarterly Reports.  

· For each particular type of activity, the three right hand columns—representing the three months in the quarter—each include the average of the combined percentage totals (displayed in bold) and the lowest percentage reported and the highest percentage reported for the month.

· NOTE:  Not all Navigators were in place for the full three months reflected in Quarter 1.  

	
	Jan

(Total %)
	Feb

(Total %)
	Mar

(Total %)

	Service Collaboration (e.g., Development of relationships with mandatory partners and/or other service systems, i.e., Mental Health, MR/DD, Transportation, etc.)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	16.7%

7%-low

30%-high
	16.2%

5%-low

30%-high
	14.5%

8%-low

30%-high

	· California Employment Development Department

6 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 8 of 9 in the second month, and 9 of 9 in the third month
	16.3%

5%-low

33%-high
	15.6%

5%-low

30%-high
	16.1%

5%-low

30%-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council

7 of 7 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and third month, and 6 of 7 in the second month
	12%

3%-low

30%-high
	12%

3%-low

30%-high
	14.6%

3%-low

30%-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board

3 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 4 of 4 in the third month
	20%

10%-low

26%-high
	30%

12%-low

41%-high
	46.7%

15%-low

100%-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation

5 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated for all three months
	23%

5%-low

40%-high
	16%

5%-low

30%-high
	11%

5%-low

20%-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity

6 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 7 of 8 in the second month, and 8 of 8 in the third month
	20.2%

11%-low

25%-high
	21.6%

10%-low

35%-high
	18%

5%-low

29%-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development

8 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated for all three months
	15.1%

6%-low

22%-high
	17.7%

9%-low

36%-high
	15.9%

6%-low

40%-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation

9 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated for all three months
	20%

5%-low

50%-high
	22.2%

5%-low

50%-high
	21.2%

6%-low

50%-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development

9 of 13 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 12 of 13 in the second and third months
	13.1%

5%-low

35%-high
	18.7%

10%-low

40%-high
	17.4%

10%-low

30%-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor)

22 of 26 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 24 of 26 in the third month
	9.3%

5%-low

50%-high
	20.4%

5%-low

59%-high
	19.4%

5%-low

44%-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 8 of 8 in the second and third months
	17.3%

10%-low

24%-high
	13.1%

9%-low

24%-high
	14.5%

10%-low

21%-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission

5 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	27%

15%-low

45%-high
	20%

10%-low

30%-high
	23%

10%-low

30%-high

	· State of Vermont

4 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	17.5%

15%-low

25%-high
	20%

20%-low and high
	23.7%

20%-low

25%-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development

12 of 14 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 13 of 14 in the third month
	23.4%

6%-low

50%-high
	21.5%

11%-low

30%-high
	16.1%

5%-low

50%-high

	Training and Education (e.g., Staff within the One-Stop.)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	11%

5%-low

19%-high
	13.7%

5%-low

25%-high
	10.2%

2%-low

25%-high

	· California Employment Development Department

5 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 7 of 9 in the second month and 8 of 9 in the third month
	9%

5%-low

15%-high
	10.7%

5%-low

20%-high
	11.9%

5%-low

30%-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council

7 of 7 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 6 of 7 in the third month
	9.3%

2%-low

25%-high
	7.6%

1%-low

20%-high
	12.3%

2%-low

30%-hight

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board

3 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 4 of 4 in the second and third month
	14.3%

10%-low

23%-high
	27.5%

11%-low

50%-high
	46%

15%-low

67%-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 5 of 5 in the second and third month
	7.5%

5%-low

10%-high
	12%

10%-low

20%-high
	21%

10%-low

50%-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity

4 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 5 of 8 in the second month, and 6 of 8 in the third month
	14.2%

7%-low

22%-high
	7.6%

4%-low

13%-high
	7.8%

1%-low

20%-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 8 of 8 in the second and third months
	7.6%

2%-low

15%-high
	8%

2%-low

15%-high
	6%

2%-low

14%-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation

8 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 9 of 9 in the third month
	11.6%

5%-low

20%-high
	13.5%

3%-low

30%-high
	16.2%

2%-low

60%-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development

10 of 13 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 13 of 13 in the second and third months
	15.1%

5%-low

30%-high
	13.8%

5%-low

25%-high
	10.5%

5%-low

20%-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor)

21 of 26 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 23 of 26 in the third month
	15.3%

5%-low

50%-high
	11.6%

2%-low

20%-high
	11.6%

4%-low

25%-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	6.4%

2%-low

14%-high
	9.7%

5%-low

20%-high
	6.6%

1%-low

12%-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	15%

10%-low

20%-high
	10%

5%-low

15%-high
	10%

5%-low

15%-high

	· State of Vermont

4 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 1 of 4 in the third month
	8.7%

5%-low

10%-high
	6.2%

5%-low

10%-high
	10%

10%-low and high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development

9 of 14 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 10 of 14 in the second month, and 11 of 14 in the third month
	12%

1%-low

35%-high
	10.4%

1%-low

30%-high
	9.3%

4%-low

20%-high

	Relationship Building with Employers (e.g., Outreach or networking with the business community.)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	5%

2%-low

10%-high
	4%

2%-low

5%-high
	7.2%

3%-low

15%-high

	· California Employment Development Department

3 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 5 of 9 reported time allocated in the second and third month
	20%

5%-low

45%-high
	17%

5%-low

45%-high
	16%

5%-low

50%-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council

5 of 7 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 4 of 7 reported time allocated in the second month, and 6 of 7 in the third month
	3.4%

1%-low

10%-high
	4.5%

2%-low

6%-high
	5.3%

1%-low

10%-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board

2 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and third month, and 1 of 4 in the second month
	16.5%

10%-low

33%-high
	10%

10%-low and high
	41%

15%-low

67%-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation

3 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 4 of 5 in the third month
	11.7%

5%-low

20%-high
	13.3%

10%-low

20%-high
	12.5%

5%-low

20%-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity

5 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 4 of 8 in the second month, and 6 of 8 in the third month
	18%

4%-low

46%-high
	19.2%

1%-low

64%-high
	15.7%

5%-low

50%-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	3.7%

1%-low

8%-high
	6.3%

2%-low

12%-high
	6%

2%-low

14%-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation

8 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 9 of 9 in the third month
	8%

2%-low

20%-high
	8.9%

2%-low

20%-high
	13.9%

5%-low

60%-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development

8 of 13 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 9 of 13 in the second month, and 11 of 13 in the third month
	9.4%

5%-low

20%-high
	10.5%

5%-low

40%-high
	8.6%

5%-low

20%-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor)

11 of 26 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 13 of 26 in the second and third months
	9.5%

2%-low

20%-high
	9.3%

4%-low

20%-high
	7.9%

4%-low

20%-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission

6 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 7 of 8 in the third month
	6%

5%-low

8%-high
	8.2%

4%-low

13%-high
	11.4%

2%-low

20%-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 5 of 5 in the second and third months
	10%

10%-low and high
	8%

5%-low

10%-high
	7%

5%-low

10%-high

	· State of Vermont

4 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	6.2%

5%-low

10%-high
	6.2%

5%-low

10%-high
	11.5%

3%-low

20%-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development

6 of 14 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 7 of 14 in the second month, and 9 of 14 in the third month
	11%

1%-low

25%-high
	10.1%

2%-low

23%-high
	12.1 %

4%-low

35%-high

	One-on-One Customer Contact (e.g., Identification of strategies and possible resources to remove barriers to employment.)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in the in the first and third months, and 5 of 5 in the second month
	12%

5%-low

33%-high
	16%

5%-low

33%-high
	15.2%

5%-low

32%-high

	· California Employment Development Department

5 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 6 of 9 in the second month, and 7 of 9 in the third month
	10.6%

3%-low

20%-high
	10.8%

5%-low

20%-high
	9.7%

3%-low

20%-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council

7 of 7 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	15%

2%-low

30%-high
	16.4%

3%-low

40%-high
	17%

3%-low

40%-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board

2 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 4 of 4 in the second and third months
	12.5%

5%-low

20%-high
	27%

9%-low

70%-high
	47%

6%-low

82%-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 5 of 5 in the third month
	7.5%

5%-low

10%-high
	10%

5%-low

20%-high
	10%

5%-low

20%-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity

6 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 8 of 8 in the third month
	9.7%

1%-low

20%-high
	9.3%

4%-low

22%-high
	10.2%

2%-low

20%-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	11%

1%-low

22%-high
	10.8%

2%-low

25%-high
	9.7%

4%-low

21%-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation

9 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	7.7%

2%-low

25%-high
	9.7%

2%-low

25%-high
	12.8%

5%-low

50%-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development

13 of 13 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and third months, and 12 of 13 in the second month
	14.3%

5%-low

30%-high
	14.6%

5%-low

30%-high
	13%

5%-low

30%-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor)

22 of 26 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	20.1%

1%-low

70%-high
	20.9%

1%-low

72%-high
	22.5%

5%-low

70%-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission

8 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 7 of 8 in the third month
	26.1%

17%-low

40%-high
	20.6%

12%-low

30%-high
	22.7%

5%-low

40%-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission

5 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	13%

5%-low

35%-high
	12%

5%-low

25%-high
	12%

5%-low

25%-high

	· State of Vermont

4 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	5%

5%-low and high
	8.7%

5%-low

10%-high
	13.7%

10%-low

15%-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development

8 of 14 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 10 of 14 in the second month, and 11 of 14 in the third month
	7.6%

3%-low

15%-high
	12.6%

4%-low

25%-high
	12.7%

2%-low

25%-high

	Accessibility Problem Solving (e.g., Identification and assistance with implementation of solutions to physical, communication and/or program access challenges.)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	11%

4%-low

20%-high
	10%

5%-low

20%-high
	11.7%

5%-low

20%-high

	· California Employment Development Department

4 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 7 of 9 in the second month, and 8 of 9 in the third month
	4.2%

2%-low

5%-high
	5.3%

2%-low

10%-high
	7.7%

2%-low

20%-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council

5 of 7 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 6 of 7 reported time allocated in the third month 
	3.6%

1%-low

5%-high
	10.2%

2%-low

35%-high
	3.8%

2%-low

5%-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board

3 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 4 of 4 in the third month
	22.7%

8%-low

45%-high
	31.3%

18%-low

46%-high
	47.2%

18%-low

100%-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 5 of 5 in the second and third months
	11.2%

5%-low

25%-high
	9%

5%-low

10%-high
	9%

5%-low

10%-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 8 of 8 in the third month
	17%

3%-low

35%-high
	13.6%

3%-low

26%-high
	11.9%

3%-low

30%-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 8 of 8 in the second and third month
	10%

1%-low

38%-high
	12.6%

1%-low

60%-high
	4.7%

2%-low

10%-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation

8 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 9 of 9 in the second and third months
	14.6%

1%-low

60%-high
	10.2%

1%-low

30%-high
	8.9%

2%-low

20%-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development

13 of 13 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 12 of 13 in the second and third months
	10.7%

7%-low

20%-high
	11.5%

5%-low

20%-high
	17.5%

10%-low

35%-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor)

17 of 26 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 14 of 26 in the second month, and 16 of 26 in the third month
	8%

1%-low

24%-high
	9.1%

3%-low

20%-high
	9.4%

1%-low

22%-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission

5 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 6 of 8 in the second month, and 3 of 8 in the third month
	3.2%

1%-low

5%-high
	6%

1%-low

16%-high
	9%

1%-low

15%-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission

3 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 4 of 4 in the second and third months
	6.7%

5%-low

10%-high
	8.7%

5%-low

10%-high
	6.2%

5%-low

10%-high

	· State of Vermont

2 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 4 of 4 in the second, and 3 of 4 in the third month
	5%

5%-low and high
	5%

5%-low and high
	3%

2%-low

5%-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development

5 of 14 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 8 of 14 in the second month, and 6 of 14 in the third month
	7.6%

1%-low

15%-high
	7.2%

2%-low

15%-high
	11.7%

1%-low

30%-high

	Information and Referral (e.g., Identification of resources and connecting job seekers with these resources.)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	8.5%

3%-low

20%-high
	10.2%

4%-low

20%-high
	11.2%

5%-low

20%-high

	· California Employment Development Department

6 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 7 of 9 in the second month, and 9 of 9 in the third month
	14.3%

10%-low

20%-high
	11.1%

5%-low

20%-high
	11.1%

5%-low

20%-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council

7 of 7 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 6 of 7 in the third month
	8%

1%-low

18%-high
	7.4%

4%-low

15%-high
	10%

3%-low

20%-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board

2 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 4 of 4 in the second and third months
	19.5%

10%-low

29%-high
	31%

12%-low

50%-high
	42.7%

12%-low

59%-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 5 of 5 in the second and third months
	10%

5%-low

20%-high
	10%

5%-low

15%-high
	9%

5%-low

15%-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 6 of 8 in the second month, and 8 of 8 in the third month
	13.4%

8%-low

20%-high
	11.7%

5%-low

23%-high
	12.5%

3%-low

25%-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development

8 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	13.7%

1%-low

28%-high
	9.9%

1%-low

21%-high
	8.7%

1%-low

15%-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation

9 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	19.2%

3%-low

80%-high
	20%

3%-low

80%-high
	22.2%

3%-low

70%-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development

8 of 13 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 11 of 13 in the second month, and 12 of 13 in the third month
	10%

5%-low

20%-high
	8.5%

5%-low

20%-high
	11.4%

5%-low

30%-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor)

21 of 26 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 22 of 26 in the second month, and 23 of 26 in the third month.
	14.9%

3%-low

40%-high
	15.9%

5%-low

30%-high
	17.9%

7%-low

70%-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 5 of 8 in the second month, and 8 of 8 in the third month
	9.4%

1%-low

25%-high
	11%

1%-low

22%-high
	15%

5%-low

27%-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission

5 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	9%
5%-low

20%-high
	18%

10%-low

25%-high
	16%

10%-low

35%-high

	· State of Vermont

4 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	6.2%

5%-low

10%-high
	15%

15%-low and high
	16.2%

10%-low

20%-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development

11 of 14 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and third months, and 12 of 14 in the second month
	12.7%

5%-low

30%-high
	11.5%

4%-low

20%-high
	13.5%

5%-low

35%-high

	Outreach to Consumers (e.g., Presentations to disability-related organizations, school systems, or other potential points of contact to educate other systems and/or individuals with disabilities about the workforce development system.)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security

3 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	8%

5%-low

14%-high
	8.3%

5%-low

15%-high
	10%

5%-low

20%-high

	· California Employment Development Department

5 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 7 of 9 in the second month, and 8 of 9 in the third month
	7.2%

1%-low

15%-high
	14.4%

1%-low

20%-high
	15.1%

1%-low

25%-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council

6 of 7 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 7 of 7 in the third month
	12.2%

2%-low

29%-high
	11.3%

2%-low

30%-high
	8.1%

3%-low

15%-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board

3 of the 4 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 4 of 4 in the third month
	16.7%

10%-low

23%-high
	30.3%

14%-low

44%-high
	50%

17%-low

100%-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 5 of 5 in the second and third months
	17.5%

10%-low

25%-high
	16%

10%-low

30%-high
	15%

10%-low

30%-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity

5 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and third months, and 6 of 8 in the second month
	8.2%

2%-low

20%-high
	7.2%

1%-low

16%-high
	9.2%

5%-low

12%-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development

6 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 7 of 8 in the third month
	6.7%

2%-low

11%-high
	6.8%

5%-low

9%-high
	5.1%

1%-low

9%-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation

7 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated for all three months
	14.3%

10%-low

20%-high
	16.4%

10%-low

30%-high
	22.1%

10%-low

50%-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development

9 of 13 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 10 of 13 in the second month, and 13 of 13 in the third month
	14.5%

5%-low

25%-high
	12.9%

5%-low

20%-high
	12.1%

5%-low

40%-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor)

19 of 26 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, 18 of 26 in the second month, and 23 of 26 in the third month
	12.5%

1%-low

40%-high
	12.5%

5%-low

30%-high
	15.9%

5%-low

50%-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	13.4%

5%-low

30%-high
	12.4%

1%-low

30%-high
	17.3%

5%-low

30%-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission

4 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 5 of 5 in the second and third months
	18.7%

10%-low

25%-high
	18%

15%-low

20%-high
	17%

10%-low

25%-high

	· State of Vermont

4 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	10%

5%-low

15%-high
	15%

15%-low and high
	22.5%

10%-low

30%-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development

9 of 14 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and third months, and 9 of 14 in the second month
	9.4%

2%-low

22%-high
	10.1%

3%-low

16%-high
	10%

5%-low

20%-high

	Navigator Training and Development (e.g., Building knowledge and skills to more effectively perform the role of the Navigator.)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security

5 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	18.8%

10%-low

27%-high
	14.6%

10%-low

20%-high
	14.2%

10%-low

20%-high

	· California Employment Development Department

7 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second month, and 8 of 9 in the third month
	36.6%

1%-low

75%-high
	27.1%

10%-low

50%-high
	20.6%

5%-low

45%-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council

7 of 7 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	21%

3%-low

51%-high
	21.4%

1%-low

49%-high
	18.3%

2%-low

58%-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board

3 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in the first month, and 4 of 4 in the second and third months
	31%

30%-low

32%-high
	25.5%

14%-low

41%-high
	40.2%

12%-low

83%-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation

5 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	27%

10%-low

50%-high
	21%

10%-low

35%-high
	14%

5%-low

25%-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity

7 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 8 of 8 in the third month
	20.7%

3%-low

40%-high
	18.6%

2%-low

30%-high
	20.2%

6%-low

38%-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development

8 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	24.7%

10%-low

45%-high
	20.7%

15%-low

25%-high
	22.5%

11%-low

46%-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation

9 of 9 Navigators reported time allocated for the first month, and 8 of 9 in the second and third months
	15.5%

5%-low

30%-high
	14.4%

5%-low

30%-high
	12.5%

5%-low

40%-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development

12 of 13 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	26.2%

5%-low

80%-high
	22.8%

5%-low

60%-high
	16%

10%-low

30%-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor)

21 of 26 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 25 of 26 in the third month
	14.8%

2%-low

30%-high
	15.1%

3%-low

30%-high
	16.8%

3%-low

35%-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission

8 of 8 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 7 of 8 in the third month
	26.2%

15%-low

41%-high
	24.4%

15%-low

46%-high
	18.3%

2%-low

42%-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission

5 of 5 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	12%

10%-low

20%-high
	10%

5%-low

15%-high
	12%

10%-low

15%-high

	· State of Vermont

4 of 4 Navigators reported time allocated in all three months
	43.7%

25%-low

50%-high
	23.7%

20%-low

25%-high
	7.5%

5%-low

15%-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development

12 of 14 Navigators reported time allocated in the first and second months, and 13 of 14 in the third month
	28.9%

5%-low

79%-high
	21.4%

4%-low

67%-high
	26.1%

10%-low

50%-high


DPN PROCESS EVALUATION ANALYSIS COMPARISON CHARTS

COMPILATION OF NAVIGATOR RESPONSES BY DPN PROJECT

2.  Systems Relationships:  Improvement of Collaboration

NOTES AND KEY:

· The first column indicates the name of the project, along with the number of Navigators—out of the total that completed a Quarterly Report—that responded to the question.

· Not all Navigators were in place for the full three months reflected in Quarter 1.

· Some Navigators used a draft version of the Quarterly Report, which did not include the full list of organizations and agencies.  

· The right hand columns indicate the number of Navigators that reported some level of activity with some level of outcomes/results.  

· This table does not include the number of Navigators that reported “no activity” with “no or limited outcomes.”  Therefore, if a particular state is not listed under a particular activity, it indicates that the information reported was “no activity” with “no or limited outcomes.”
	
	Significant Activity With:
	Limited Activity With:

	
	Significant Outcomes
	Limited Outcomes
	No Outcomes
	Significant Outcomes
	Limited Outcomes
	No Outcomes

	VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION COUNSELORS

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (5 of 5 Navigators)
	3
	1
	
	
	
	1

	· California Employment Development Department (9 of 9 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	4
	1

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	2
	4
	
	
	1
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	3
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	1
	1
	1
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	4
	1
	1
	
	
	

	· Iowa Workforce Development (7 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	4
	
	
	1
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	4
	
	
	
	5
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	8
	
	
	1
	4
	

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) ( 26 of 26 Navigators) 
	9
	10
	
	
	5
	1

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	4
	1
	
	
	3
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	3
	1
	
	
	1
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	2
	1
	
	
	
	1

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	7
	6
	
	
	
	

	SOCIAL SECURITY AREA WORK INCENTIVE COORDINATOR (AWIC)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (5 of 5 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	
	

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	1

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	4
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	1
	1

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	2
	4

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	9
	6

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	1
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	3
	1
	
	
	
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	2

	SOCIAL SECURITY FIELD OFFICE

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (4 of 5 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	1
	

	· California Employment Development Department (7 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	3
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	4
	1

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (2 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (7 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	2
	
	
	2
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	8
	3

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (25 of 26 Navigators)
	5
	1
	
	2
	4
	3

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	5
	1

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	2
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	2
	
	1
	4
	3

	BENEFITS COUNSELORS FROM THE BENEFITS PLANNING, ASSISTANCE AND OUTREACH PROJECT (BPAO)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (5 of 5 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	1
	

	· California Employment Development Department (9 of 9 Navigators)
	2
	1
	
	
	1
	3

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	2
	1
	
	1
	3
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	4
	
	
	
	
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	1
	2
	

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	3
	
	
	
	4
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	5
	2
	
	
	1
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	3
	
	
	
	4
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	4
	
	
	1
	6
	2

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	9
	2
	
	1
	11
	1

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	3
	
	
	
	4
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	2
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	3
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	2
	1
	
	2
	4

	LOCAL WORKFORCE INVESTMENT BOARD

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	6
	1

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	5
	1

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (2 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	2
	3

	· Iowa Workforce Development (7 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	5
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	2
	1
	
	
	1
	1

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 13 Navigators)
	4
	1
	
	1
	3
	2

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (24 of 26 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	10
	1

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (7 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	4
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	1
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (10 of 14 Navigators)
	4
	3
	
	
	3
	

	ONE-STOP FRONT-LINE STAFF (CORE SERVICES)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (5 of 5 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	1
	

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	3
	1
	
	1
	2
	

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	7
	
	
	
	
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	2
	1
	
	
	1
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	4
	1
	
	
	
	

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	3
	1
	
	1
	2
	

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	3
	
	
	2
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	6
	2
	
	
	1
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 13 Navigators)
	9
	3
	
	
	
	

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26  of 26 Navigators)
	15
	6
	
	
	5
	

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	7
	
	
	1
	
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	5
	
	
	
	
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	7
	3
	
	
	2
	

	ONE-STOP COUNSELORS (INTENSIVE AND TRAINING SERVICES)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	3
	1

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	3
	

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	5
	
	
	
	2
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	2
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	3
	
	1
	
	1
	

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	3
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	4
	4
	
	
	1
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	10
	
	
	
	2
	

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	12
	4
	
	
	8
	1

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	4
	
	
	
	3
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	1
	2

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	3
	3
	
	
	4
	1

	ONE-STOP BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT STAFF

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (4 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	4
	1

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	3
	
	
	
	2
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	2

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	4
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	1
	3
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	3
	1
	
	
	4
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	6
	
	
	1
	2
	2

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	6
	2
	
	
	11
	1

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	4
	1
	
	
	2
	1

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	4
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	4
	3
	
	
	4
	1

	MEDICAID BUY-IN

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (3 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	· California Employment Development Department (7 of 9 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (4 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	2
	
	
	1
	2

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	1
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 13 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	3
	3

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	2
	1
	1
	
	8
	

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (7 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	3
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	
	1

	MENTAL HEALTH AGENCIES

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (4 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	4
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	3
	2

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	4
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	4
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	4
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	7
	1
	
	
	5
	

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	2
	4
	1
	1
	13
	1

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	4
	2

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	3
	1

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	2
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	5
	1

	MENTAL RETARDATION/DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES AGENCY

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (4 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	1

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	2
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	5
	1

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	4
	2

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	2
	
	
	2
	2

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	2
	
	
	3
	1

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	3
	4
	
	1
	4
	1

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (25 of 26 Navigators)
	2
	5
	
	
	9
	5

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	5
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	2

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	5
	

	ADULT EDUCATION AND LITERACY

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (4 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	1
	2

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	3

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	2
	

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	6
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	3
	1

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	4
	2

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	2
	1
	
	1
	8
	7

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	1

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	3

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	
	4
	
	
	3
	2

	SUBSTANCE ABUSE PROVIDER

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (4 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (6 of 7 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	3
	2

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 13 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	2

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	
	3
	
	1
	7
	

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	2
	

	WELFARE-TO-WORK (TANF)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (4 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	1
	2
	
	
	3
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	3
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	3
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	2
	
	
	4
	1

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	2

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 13 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	1
	4

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (25 of 26 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	10
	1

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	1
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	2
	1
	
	3
	3

	VETERANS EMPLOYMENT REPRESENTATIVES AND DISABLED VETERANS OUTREACH PROGRAMS

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	2
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	3
	1
	
	
	2
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	2

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	1
	1
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	2
	2

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	2
	3

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	3
	1
	
	1
	3
	1

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	3
	2
	
	
	7
	1

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	2
	1
	
	
	13
	4

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	4
	1
	
	
	3
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	2
	
	
	2
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	3
	
	
	
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (10 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	
	2
	
	4
	2

	APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAMS

	· California Employment Development Department (7 of 9 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (8 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	3
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 of 13 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	1

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	
	
	
	1
	1
	2

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	1
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	4
	

	OLDER AMERICAN’S EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (3 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· California Employment Development Department (7 of 9 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	3

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	4
	2

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	3
	2

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	1
	
	
	3
	2

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	1
	3
	2

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 13 Navigators)
	1
	2
	
	1
	
	

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	2
	1
	
	
	11
	1

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	2

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	2
	
	
	
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	3
	
	1
	2
	4

	TRANSPORTATION

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (4 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· California Employment Development Department (9 of 9 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	3

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	3

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	3
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	
	2

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	2
	2

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation 9 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	2
	
	1
	1
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 13 Navigators)
	
	1
	1
	
	2
	

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	11
	3

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	1
	2
	2

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 of 14 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	3
	1

	FOOD STAMPS

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (3 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	4
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	3
	

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	1

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	4

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	
	2
	
	1
	5
	1

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	2
	
	
	
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	2
	2

	FINANCIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (3 of 5 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	
	

	· California Employment Development Department (7 of 9 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	2
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	1
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	1

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 of 13 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	1
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	1
	
	
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 of 14 Navigators)
	
	1
	1
	
	2
	

	INDEPENDENT LIVING CENTERS

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (4 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	1
	
	
	

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	3
	3

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	
	
	1
	
	
	2

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	2
	

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	1
	1
	
	2
	

	· Iowa Workforce Development (7 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	2
	
	
	3
	1

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	1
	3
	1

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	4
	1
	
	
	6
	

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	14
	5
	
	
	3
	

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	3
	1

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	4
	
	
	
	
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	2
	4
	1
	
	4
	1

	OTHER DISABILITY-RELATED ORGANIZATIONS

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· California Employment Development Department (9 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	2
	
	
	3
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (6 of 7 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	1
	3
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	2
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (6 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	3
	

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	4
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	5
	3
	
	
	1
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	5
	4
	
	
	3
	

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (24 of 26 Navigators)
	8
	6
	
	1
	6
	

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	3
	
	
	
	3
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	4
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	3
	4
	1
	
	4
	1

	LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (3 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· California Employment Development Department (8 of 9 Navigators)
	1
	2
	
	
	2
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (6 of 7 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	2
	2

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	1
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	3
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (8 of 8 Navigators)
	3
	2
	
	
	1
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	5
	1

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 13 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	4
	1

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26 of 26 Navigators)
	3
	2
	
	
	14
	3

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	
	
	
	4
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	1
	2

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	2
	2
	
	
	5
	2

	YOUTH COUNCIL

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	· California Employment Development Department (7 of 9 Navigators)
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 of 7 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	2
	1

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (5 of 5 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (8 of 8 Navigators)
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Iowa Workforce Development (7 of 8 Navigators)
	2
	1
	
	
	2
	

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (9 of 9 Navigators)
	
	1
	1
	
	2
	

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13 of 13 Navigators)
	
	4
	
	
	2
	3

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (25 of 26 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	10
	2

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (8 of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	3
	1

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	· State of Vermont (4 of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (12 of 14 Navigators)
	1
	1
	
	
	3
	1
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3  Linkages

	SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION’S BENEFITS PLANNING, ASSISTANCE AND OUTREACH PROGRAM

Navigators reported the following linkages between the One-Stop(s) and the BPAO program. 

	
	Co-Location
	Shared Information
	Training

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	2
	3
	4

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	1
	6
	6

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	2
	7
	6

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	4
	2
	2

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	1
	4
	4

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	
	6
	5

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	
	8
	7

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	3
	9
	5

(1 of 5 = planned)

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	4
	12
	13

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	7
	23
	19

(1 of 19 = scheduled for 2nd quarter)

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	1
	6
	6

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	
	3
	3

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	1
	4
	4

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	2
	9
	4

(1 of 4 = planned)

	NOTES (includes the state affiliation):

· Florida:  In January attempted to contact the local SSA office by phone 5 times and was sent to voice mail before finally reaching a person. Was advised that they knew nothing of the Navigator program and that if we had questions to contact Maximus. Maximus handles the Ticket to Work program for Florida but would not give us information about anyone and stated to send anyone with a Ticket to Work question to them. We were advised that the Navigator position had been explained to the local office. We again have tried to make contact with the local office to try to obtain information and have only been getting the voice mail.
· Illinois, Iowa, Massachusetts:  Some Navigators reported that while the BPAO is not co-located, the BPAO participates in the Center for a scheduled amount of time, e.g., once a month. 

· Maryland:  The BPAO were collocated when the one stop started and due to limited customer flow, are not currently co-locating.  We have discussed having them back.  They are listed in our brochure under partner and their information is available in our resource room.  Resource specialists refer to the BPAO as needed.
· Wisconsin:  Navigator reported that referrals have not been customers who are on SSI or SSDI, but rather those who have applied and been denied.

	TICKET TO WORK AND EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS

Navigators reported that the One-Stop Center(s) and/or Local Workforce Investment Board (LWIB) has become or applied to become an Employment Network (EN)

	
	One-Stop or LWIB has applied to become an EN
	One-Stop or LWIB has become an EN
	Working with organizations to become an EN

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	2

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	
	2
	2



	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	
	
	

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	1
	2
	1

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	
	1
	

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	2
	1
	2

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	4

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	
	
	2

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	DCS is submitting a statewide application to cover all Career Centers
	3
	

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	1
	2
	2

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	
	
	

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	
	
	

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	
	
	

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	1
	2
	2

	NOTES (includes the state affiliation):

· Florida, Maryland:  Some Navigators report that their program affiliation is an EN, e.g., Goodwill Industries.
· Florida:  Center was an EN but decided not to continue with the program.

· California, Iowa, Massachusetts, New York, Wisconsin:  Some Navigators report that One-Stop Center partners are ENs.

· New York:  There is a willingness to participate but due to limited resources within SSA, this is not available.

· New York:  Some Navigators report that they refer clients to local ENs.


	VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AGENCY

Navigators reported linkages between the One-Stop Center(s) and Vocational Rehabilitation.

	
	Co-Location
	Shared Information
	Training

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	4
	4
	4

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	7
	9
	5

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	3
	7
	5

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	4
	2
	1

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3

(1 of 3 = in some Centers)
	3
	2

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	5
	5
	4

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	5

(1 of 5 = in some regions)
	8
	7

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	8
	8
	4

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	12
	13
	12

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	24
	24
	18

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	3
	7
	7

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	5
	4
	3

(2 of 3 = in planning stages)

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	4
	4
	4

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	10

(1 of 10 = three out of four Centers)
	13
	11

	NOTES (includes the state affiliation):

· Co-location does not necessarily refer to full-time.
· Illinois:  Some Navigators reported that while VR is not co-located, VR Counselors participate in the Center for a scheduled amount of time, e.g., once a week. 
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4.  Relationships with Employers
	RELATIONSHIPS WITH EMPLOYERS

Navigators reported that they had contacted/worked with the following entities over the course of the quarter. 

	
	Chamber of Commerce
	Business Leadership Network
	Local Workforce Investment Board
	Business Relations Group Employers
	Business Development Staff/One-Stop

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	1
	2
	2
	1
	3

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	3
	5
	8
	2
	8

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	4
	1
	5
	1
	6

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	1
	1
	4
	1
	2

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3
	2
	3
	4
	5

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	4
	2
	7
	3
	6

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	4
	3
	5
	7
	7

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	5
	7
	6
	2
	7

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	10
	8
	12
	7
	9

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	12
	3
	20
	11
	20

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	6
	4
	6
	5
	6

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3
	1
	3
	0
	5

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	3
	1
	3
	1
	4

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	11
	3
	11
	4
	10
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5.  Referrals Made To You

	REFERRALS MADE TO YOU

Navigators reported that the following entities sought their assistance to problem solve individual or systems collaboration issues over the course of the quarter. 

	BENEFITS PLANNING, ASSISTANCE AND OUTREACH (BPAO)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	4

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	4

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	3

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	2

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	6

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	3

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	7

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	16

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	3

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	2

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	2

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	2

	SOCIAL SECURITY FIELD OFFICE

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	1

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	4

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	2

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	0

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	2

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	7

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	2

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	2

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	10

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	2

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	1

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	1

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	2

	EMPLOYMENT NETWORK

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	3

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	2

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	2

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	4

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	3

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	3

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	15

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	4

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	1

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	0

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	2

	VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION COUNSELORS

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	5

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	7

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	7

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	4

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	6

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	8

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	6

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	13

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	24

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	8

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	4

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	4

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	12

	MEDICAID WAIVER PROVIDER

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	1

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	0

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	0

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	0

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	2

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	2

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	0

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	1

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	6

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	3

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	0

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	3

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	2

	TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	1

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	1

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	1

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	0

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	2

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	2

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	4

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	3

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	3

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	8

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	2

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	0

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	0

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	1

	HOUSING RESOURCE

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	1

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	2

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	1

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	3

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	3

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	4

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	4

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	10

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	4

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	0

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	0

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	7

	MENTAL HEALTH AGENCY

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	2

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	6

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	6

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	0

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	2

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	3

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	5

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	8

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	12

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	13

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	5

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	0

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	3

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	7

	SUBSTANCE ABUSE PROVIDER

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	2

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	2

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	2

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	0

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	2

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	1

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	3

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	3

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	6

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	6

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	1

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	1

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	0

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	4

	INDEPENDENT LIVING CENTER

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3

	· California Employment Development Department (Out of 9 Navigators)
	3

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (Out of 7 Navigators)
	0

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (Out of 4 Navigators)
	0

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (Out of 5 Navigators)
	3

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (Out of 8 Navigators)
	6

	· Iowa Workforce Development (Out of 8 Navigators)
	7

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (Out of 9 Navigators)
	5

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 13 Navigators)
	6

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (Out of 26 Navigators) 
	19

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission  (Out of 8 Navigators)
	3

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (Out of 5 Navigators)
	1

	· State of Vermont (Out of 4 Navigators)
	4

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (Out of 14 Navigators)
	7


DPN PROCESS EVALUATION ANALYSIS COMPARISON CHARTS

COMPILATION OF NAVIGATOR RESPONSES BY DPN PROJECT

6.  Referrals Made To Other Systems Collaborators

NOTES AND KEY:

· The name of each project, in the left hand column, includes the number of Navigators that responded to each question for the quarter out of the total number of Navigators for the state that submitted Quarterly Reports.  

· For each particular entity, the right hand column includes for each DPN project the combined total of referrals (displayed in bold) and the lowest number reported and the highest number reported for the quarter.

· While the evaluation instrument for this section instructed Navigators to report the number of referrals they made, some Navigators did not report a number but rather included a check mark.  Therefore, the totals reflected in the table below are not necessarily reflective of the total number of referrals that Navigators actually made throughout the quarter to systems collaborators.

· Not all Navigators were in place for the full three months reflected in Quarter 1.  

	REFERRALS MADE TO OTHER SYSTEMS COLLABORATORS

Navigators reported that they made referrals to the following entities to support an employment or other-related need of a job seeker with a disability over the course of the quarter.  Navigators were instructed to keep track of the “number” of referrals they made to these entities.

	BENEFITS PLANNING, ASSISTANCE AND OUTREACH (BPAO)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 out of 5)
	92

20-low  /  72-high

	· California Employment Development Department (6 out of 9)
	69

1-low  /  48-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 out of 7)
	26

1-low  /  12-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4 out of 4)
	18

1-low  /  7-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (4 out of 5)
	35

8-low  /  15-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (6 out of 8)
	12

1-low  /  4-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (7 out of 8)
Note, 1 of the 7 reported that the numbers were numerous and equaled more than reported.
	87

4-low  /  25+-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (6 out of 9)
	31

2-low  /  9-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (10 out of 13)
	44

1-low  /  15-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (19 out of 26)
	62

1-low  /  36-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (5 out of 8)
	62

3-low  /  40-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (4 out of 5)
	13

2-low  /  8-high

	· State of Vermont (2 out of 4)
	3

1-low  /  2-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (8 out of 14)
	39

1-low  /  20-high

	SOCIAL SECURITY FIELD OFFICE

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (1 out of 5)
	37

37-low and high

	· California Employment Development Department (5 out of 9)
	32

1-low  /  15-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (6 out of 7)
	29

2-low  /  10-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (1 out of 4)
	1

1-low and high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (3 out of 5)
	15

2-low  /  7-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (2 out of 8)
	4

2-low and high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (6 out of 8)
	101

3-low  /  52-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (5 out of 9)
	24

1-low  /  13-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (6 out of 13)
	14

1-low  /  5-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (15 out of 26)
	123

1-low  /  31-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (8 out of 8)
	91

2-low  /  53-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (1 out of 5)
	3

3-low and high

	· State of Vermont (2 out of 4)
	4

2-low and high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (10 out of 14)
	43

2-low  /  12-high

	EMPLOYMENT NETWORK

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 out of 5)
	74

30-low  /  44-high

	· California Employment Development Department (4 out of 9)
	8

1-low  /  5-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (2 out of 7)
	11

3-low  /  8-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (2 out of 4)
	8

3-low  /  5-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (1 out of 5)
	2

2-low and high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (2 out of 8)
	5

1-low  /  4-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (3 out of 8)
	11

2-low  /  6-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (4 out of 9)
	34

1-low  /  15-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (3 out of 13)
	8

1-low  /  5-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (15 out of 26)
	148

1-low  /  47-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (5 out of 8)
	106

2-low  /  79-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (1 out of 5)
	2

2-low and high

	· State of Vermont (0 out of 4)
	0

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (6 out of 14)
	16

1-low  /  5-high

	VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION COUNSELORS

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (3 out of 5)
	108

2-low  /  76-high

	· California Employment Development Department (8 out of 9)
	66

1-low  /  27-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7 out of 7)
	56

2-low  /  21-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (3 out of 4)
	18

1-low  /  9-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (4 out of 5)
	50

5-low  /  40-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (6 out of 8)
	47

1-low  /  20-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (7 out of 8)
	96

2-low  /  38-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (8 out of 9)
	38

2-low  /  10-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (10 out of 13)
	36

1-low  /  15-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (22 out of 26)
	294

1-low  /  47-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (8 out of 8)
	160

3-low  /  95-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5 out of 5)
	3

2-low  /  3-high

	· State of Vermont (4 out of 4)
	17

2-low  / 9-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 out of 14)
	79

2-low  /  28-high

	MEDICAID WAIVER PROVIDER

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 out of 5)
	59

12-low  /  47-high

	· California Employment Development Department (1 out of 9)
	1

1-low and high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (1 out of 7)
	3

3-low and high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (1 out of 4)
	4

4-low and high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (2 out of 5)
	7

1-low  /  6-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (0 out of 8)
	0

	· Iowa Workforce Development (7 out of 8)
	53

1-low  /  30-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (0 out of 9)
	0

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (0 out of 13)
	0

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (9 out of 26)
	31

1-low  /  8-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (3 out of 8)
	49

1-low  /  41-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (0 out of 5)
	0

	· State of Vermont (3 out of 4)
	5

1-low  /  2-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (6 out of 14)
	19

1-low  /  8-high

	TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 out of 5)
	125

12-low  /  113-high

	· California Employment Development Department (3 out of 9)
	5

1-low  /  3-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (1 out of 7)
	1

1-low and high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (3 out of 4)
	7

1-low  /  4-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (4 out of 5)
	15

1-low  /  9-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (2 out of 8)
	5

2-low  /  3-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (6 out of 8)
	59

2-low  /  30-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (2 out of 9)
	21

8-low  /  13-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (2 out of 13)
	5

2-low  /  3-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (14 out of 26)
	46

1-low  /  9-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (5 out of 8)
	16

1-low  /  8-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (0 out of 5)
	0

	· State of Vermont (1 out of 4)
	4

4-low and high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (6 out of 14)
	15

1-low  /  8-high

	HOUSING RESOURCE

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 out of 5)
	94

10-low  /  84-high

	· California Employment Development Department (4 out of 9)
	5

1-low  /  2-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (6 out of 7)
	14

1-low  /  4-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (3 out of 4)
	6

1-low  /  4-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (3 out of 5)
	11

2-low  /  5-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (3 out of 8)
	14

2-low  /  10-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (6 out of 8)
	57

1-low  / 40-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (5 out of 9)
	25

1-low  /  18-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (5 out of 13)
	11

2-low  /  5-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (17 out of 26)
	63

1-low  /  17-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (6 out of 8)
	17

1-low  /  9-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (0 out of 5)
	0

	· State of Vermont (2 out of 4)
	12

1-low  /  11-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (11 out of 14)
	51

1-low  /  16-high

	MENTAL HEALTH AGENCY

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 out of 5)
	43

10-low  /  33-high

	· California Employment Development Department (4 out of 9)
	8

1-low  /  7-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (6 out of 7)
	15

1-low  /  7-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (1 out of 4)
	2

2-low and high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (3 out of 5)
	6

1-low  /  3-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (3 out of 8)
	11

2-low  /  6-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (6 out of 8)
	23

2-low  / 10-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (6 out of 9)
	47

1-low  /  20-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (9 out of 13)
	34

1-low  /  13-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (18 out of 26)
	96

1-low  /  28-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (7 out of 8)
	72

1-low  /  47-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (0 out of 5)
	0

	· State of Vermont (2 out of 4)
	9

4-low  /  5-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (8 out of 14)
	24

1-low  /  11-high

	SUBSTANCE ABUSE PROVIDER

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 out of 5)
	28

5-low  / 23-high

	· California Employment Development Department (1 out of 9)
	1

1-low and high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (2 out of 7)
	6

1-low  /  5-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (0 out of 4)
	0

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (1 out of 5)
	2

2-low and high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (1 out of 8)
	2

2-low and high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (2 out of 8)
	5

1-low  /  4-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (2 out of 9)
	41

20-low  /  21-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (2 out of 13)
	3

1-low  /  2-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (8 out of 26)
	20

1-low  /  10-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (2 out of 8)
	3

1-low  /  2-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (0 out of 5)
	0

	· State of Vermont (0 out of 4)
	0

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (2 out of 14)
	1

1-low and high

	INDEPENDENT LIVING CENTER

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (2 out of 5)
	3

1-low  /  2-high

	· California Employment Development Department (4 out of 9)
	9

1-low  /  5-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (2 out of 7)
	2

1-low and high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (2 out of 4)
	5

1-low  /  4-high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (3 out of 5)
Note, 2 of the 3 reported that the numbers were numerous and equaled more than reported.
	50

2-low  /  40+-high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (7 out of 8)
	18

1-low  /  6-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (6 out of 8)
	54

1-low  /  25-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (3 out of 9)
	9

2-low  /  4-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (7 out of 13)
	31

1-low  /  15-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (21 out of 26)
	159

1-low  /  37-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (3 out of 8)
	6

2-low and high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (0 out of 5)
	0

	· State of Vermont (3 out of 4)
	13

2-low  /  9-high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (6 out of 14)
	41

1-low  /  17-high

	JOB ACCOMMODATION NETWORK (JAN)

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (1 out of 5)
	23

23-low and high

	· California Employment Development Department (5 out of 9)
	15

1-low  /  8-high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (3 out of 7)
	10

2-low  /  4-high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (3 out of 4)
	6

2-low and high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (1 out of 5)
	7

7-low and high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (2 out of 8)
	7

2-low  /  5-high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (7 out of 8)
	111

1-low  /  40-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (3 out of 9)
	4

1-low  /  2-high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (5 out of 13)
	27

1-low  /  20-high

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (4 out of 26)
	10

1-low  /  4-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (6 out of 8)
	22

1-low  /  10-high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (0 out of 5)
	0

	· State of Vermont (1 out of 4)
	2

2-low and high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (8 out of 14)
	43

1-low  /  17-high

	IRS FOR TAX ISSUES

	· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (0 out of 5)
	0

	· California Employment Development Department (1 out of 9)
	5

5-low and high

	· Colorado Workforce Development Council (1 out of 7)
	1

1-low and high

	· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (1 out of 4)
	1

1-low and high

	· Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation (1 out of 5)
	2

2-low and high

	· State of Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (1 out of 8)
	4

4-low and high

	· Iowa Workforce Development (5 out of 8)
	41

2-low  /  20-high

	· State of Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (1 out of 9)
	2

2-low and high

	· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (1 out of 13)
	Navigator did not report a number

	· New York State  (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (4 out of 26)
	9

1-low  /  4-high

	· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (1 out of 8)
	2

2-low and high

	· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (0 out of 5)
	0

	· State of Vermont (1 out of 4)
	2

2-low and high

	· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (0 out of 14)
	0
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The Department of Labor (DOL) and the Social Security Administration (SSA) have jointly established a new position, the Disability Program Navigator, within DOL’s One-Stop Career Centers. 

The Disability Program Navigator helps people with disabilities “navigate” through the enormous challenges of seeking work.  Complex rules surrounding entitlement programs, along with fear of losing cash assistance and health benefits, can often discourage people with disabilities from working.  DOL and SSA have established the Disability Program Navigator initiative to better inform beneficiaries and other individuals with disabilities about the work support programs now available at DOL-funded One-Stop Career Centers.  These centers provide information, training and other employment-related services at a single customer-friendly location.  DOL’s Employment and Training Administration and SSA’s Office of Program Development and Research signed an Interagency Agreement in September 2002 to jointly fund, implement, pilot, and evaluate the Navigator initiative with on-going collaboration of DOL’s Office of Disability Employment Policy. 

Overview

· Approximately 120 Navigator positions have been established in FY 2003, with another 80-100 positions to be added in FY 2004.
· DOL, with input from SSA, has entered into cooperative agreements with the state level workforce system in 14 states where SSA is undertaking employment support initiatives: Arizona, California, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Vermont, and Wisconsin.
· DOL and SSA are training the Navigators on SSA employment support programs, One-Stop partner funded programs, and other programs that impact successful employment.
· DOL and SSA are working together to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the Navigator pilot.
· Disability Program Navigators are hired and employed by the state or local workforce system.
DOL awarded grants to 14 states in June 2003.

The first Navigators were hired in the fall of 2003.
The Disability Program Navigator Position  

The Navigators:

· Assist people with disabilities to access and navigate the complex provisions of various programs that impact their ability to gain, return to, or retain employment.
· Develop linkages and collaborate on an ongoing basis with employers to facilitate job placements for persons with disabilities.
· Facilitate the transition of in- or out-of-school youth with disabilities to secure employment and economic self-sufficiency.
· Conduct outreach to agencies and organizations that serve people with disabilities. 
· Serve as a resource on SSA’s work incentive and employment support programs and the provision of services through Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach organizations (BPAOs); Protection and Advocacy systems (P&As); and SSA’s employment-related demonstration projects.
· Serve as a resource to the workforce investment community to ensure the availability of comprehensive knowledge of Federal, State, local and private programs that impact the ability of persons with disabilities to enter and remain in the workforce.
APPENDIX II

DPN AND WIG NAVIGATORS
DPN and WIG Navigators

(as of 6-2-04)

The following represents a breakdown of the Navigators that are associated with either the DOL/SSA Disability Program Navigator Initiative or the DOL Round II and III Work Incentive Grants.  There are currently 202 DPN and WIG Navigators across twenty-five states.  The twenty-five states include:

Arizona

California

Colorado

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

Oklahoma

South Carolina

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Washington

Wisconsin

DOL/SSA Disability Program Navigator Initiative:  Total = 131

· Arizona Department Of Economic Security (6)

· California Employment Development Department (9)

· Colorado Workforce Development Council (7)

· Delaware Workforce Investment Board (4)

· Florida Agency for Workforce Innovation (7)

· Illinois State Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (9 + Lead)

· Iowa Workforce Development (7 + Lead)

· Maryland State Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (8 + Lead)

· Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development (13)

· New York State (Administered by the New York State Department of Labor) (26)

· Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (8 + Lead)

· South Carolina Employment Security Commission (5)

· Vermont, State of (4)

· Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development (14)

Work Incentive Grantees:  Round 3:  Total = 71

· California City of Hawthorne -- South Bay Workforce Investment Board (3)

· California City of Long Beach Workforce Investment Board (3)

· California NAPA County Workforce Investment Board North Bay Employment Consortium (4)

· Florida Worknet Pinellas, Inc. (3)

· Florida Polk County Workforce Development Board, Inc. (1)

· Georgia Cobb County Community Services Board (13)

· Illinois Chicago Workforce Board (1)

· Indiana Southeastern Workforce Investment Board (5)

· Indiana Tecumseh Area Partnership, Inc. (1)

· Michigan City of Detroit (4)

· Minnesota Southwest Workforce Council (3)

· Minnesota Stearns-Benton Employment & Training Council Minnesota Workforce Center – St. Cloud (1)

· New Jersey, State of (1)

· New Mexico Central Workforce Connection (2)

· New Mexico Regents of the University of New Mexico Health Science Center (2)

· New York Workforce Investment Board of Herkimer, Madison and Oneida Counties (3)

· New York Broome Tioga Workforce Development System (2)

· New York Suffolk County Workforce Investment Board (1)

· North Carolina Department of Commerce (1)

· Oklahoma Big Five Community Services, Inc. (6)

· Tennessee Alliance for Business and Training (1)

· Tennessee Upper Cumberland HRA (1)

· Texas Concho Valley Local Workforce Development Board (1)

· Texas Golden Crescent Workforce Development Board, Inc. (2)

· Texas Worksource for Dallas County (1)

· Utah Workforce Investment Board (2)

· Washington Seattle – King County Workforce Development Council (1)

· Washington Snohomish County Workforce Development Council (1)

Washington Southwest Workforce Development Council (1)

APPENDIX III
DPN GRANTEES KEY CONTACT INFORMATION

Arizona Department Of Economic Security

John Mike Swearengin
1717 W. Jefferson

PO Box 6123

Phoenix, AZ 85005

602-542-3332

jswearengin@mail.de.state.az.us
California Employment Development Department
Linda Rogaski / Greg Gibson

PO Box 826880, MIC 69

Sacramento, CA 94280-0001
916-657-0294

lrogaski@edd.ca.gov 

ggibson@edd.ca.gov 

Colorado Workforce Development Council

Lee Carter

1313 Sherman Street, Room 521

Denver, CO 80203
303-866-3430

Lee.carter@state.co.us 

Delaware Workforce Investment Board

Patrice Cannon

Community Service Building 

100 W. 10th Street, Suite 707

Wilmington, DE 19801
302-577-6202, ext.11

Patty.Cannon@state.de.us 

Florida Agency For Workforce Innovation
Judy Meyer / Sheila Jordan

Caldwell Building, 229 CS G-229

107 East Madison Street 

Tallahassee, FL 32399

850-245-7423

judy.meyer@awi.state.fl.us 

Sheila.Jordan@awi.state.fl.us 
Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity
Jill Meseke / Bill Sinwell

620 East Adams

5th Floor

Springfield, IL 62701-1615

217-558-2431

jill_meseke@commerce.state.il.us 

william_sinwell@commerce.state.il.us  
Iowa Workforce Development 

Anthony Dietsch / Doug Keast

150 Des Moines Street

Des Moines, IA 50609
515-281-0927

anthony.dietsch@iwd.state.ia.us 

Doug.Keast@iwd.state.ia.us 

Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation

Ron Windsor / Valerie Myers

1100 North Eutaw Street

Room 209

Baltimore, MD 21201
410-767-2832

rwindsor@dllr.state.md.us
vmyers@dllr.state.md.us 
Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development

Lisa Matrundola

Div of Employment & Training

First Floor

19 Staniford Street

Boston, MA 02114
617-626-5283

lmatrundola@detma.org 

New York State Department of Labor

Cathy Reardon / Dan Moser

State Campus Building 12

Albany, NY 12240
518-457-8742

cathy.reardon@labor.state.ny.us 

dan.moser@labor.state.ny.us 

Oklahoma Employment Security Commission

Jeane Burruss / Tony Russo

2401 North Lincoln Boulevard

Oklahoma City, OK, 73152
405-557-7134

jeane.burruss@oesc.state.ok.us
tony.russo@oesc.state.ok.us 

South Carolina Employment Security Commission

Regina Ratterree / Brent Garvin
1550 Gadsden Street

Columbia, SC  29201 
803-737-2593

rratterree@sces.org
bgarvin@sces.org   
State of Vermont

Jim Dorsey / Debra Smith

200 Asa Bloomer Building

Rutland, VT 05701-9413
802-786-8842

jdorsey@pop.det.state.vt.us
dsmith@pop.det.state.vt.us
Wisconsin Department of Labor and Workforce Development 

Glenn Olsen

201 E. Washington Ave. 

P.O. Box 7946

Madison, WI 53707
608-264-8164

glenn.olsen@dwd.state.wi.us 
APPENDIX IV
DISBILITY PROGRAM NAVIGATOR EVALUATION PLAN

The Navigator Quarterly Report evaluation instrument is one of four components that comprise the DPN Evaluation Plan.  In addition to the evaluation instrument, the evaluation plan includes the following three strategies: Fourteen state evaluation utilizing a Telephone Survey Approach; In-depth four state study; and Individual outcome date.  Following is a brief description of each of these strategies.

A.
Fourteen State Evaluation Utilizing a Telephone Survey Approach

The Telephone survey will be conducted with approximately 11 One-Stop and local workforce development system staff, partners and stakeholders for all DPN Navigators, resulting in a total of approximately 1100 participants.  The DPNs will provide contact information for all participants.  Ten attempts will be made to reach each participant.  The evaluation will be conducted June through July 2004 (T1) and repeated in May through June 2005 (T2).  A written report of the findings will be made to DOL and SSA. 

Internal participants include:

· Workforce Director and/or Senior Management Staff

· Navigator’s Supervisor in the Workforce Center

· One-Stop Director

· Navigator
· Employer Liaison

· Case Manager or Career Director

· One other individual designated by Navigator
External participants include:

· Representative from Vocational Rehabilitation

· BPAO

· An AWIC or Representative from Social Security Administration Field Office

· One other designated by the Navigator 

The Telephone Survey instrument is designed to:

· Describe barriers and facilitators to services, supports and employment outcomes for individuals with disabilities in the Workforce Development System.

· Monitor change in barriers to services, supports and employment outcomes for individuals with disabilities in the local area.  Change in ratings of barriers  from T1 to T2 by individual will measure changes in barriers to services, supports and employment outcomes that may be associated with Navigator intervention strategies in the Workforce Development System.  

· Describe Navigator activities in facilitating improved system relationships and impact on reducing barriers to system relationships and improved individual outcomes.  Questions about awareness of the DPN, DPN roles and responsibilities and contact with DPN provide information to document the DPN’s impact on barrier changes from T1 to T2.  This information also provides stakeholder perspectives that may need to be addressed with TA.  

· Correlational analysis will be conducted to assess association between activities measured by the Navigator Quarterly Reports and impact questions from the Telephone Survey with barriers and changes in barriers measured by the Telephone Survey.

B.
In-Depth Four State Study
The purpose of the four state in-depth study is to identify best practices and to assess short-term systems change outcomes which may be associated with the presence of a Navigator in and outside the workforce development system. The four state study is designed to address:

· What Navigator activities or practices are promising for future study or implementation to improve employment or economic sustainability for individuals with disabilities as a result of participation in the workforce development system? 

· How satisfied are individuals with disabilities with the Navigator intervention strategy?

· In addition, the study will provide an opportunity to test the reliability of the Telephone Survey.  

The following four states have been selected:  Massachusetts, Wisconsin, Colorado, and Florida.  These four states include approximately 1/3 of the total number of funded Navigators (48 of 128).  

Within these states, 2 sites per state (total of 8 sites) will be selected to participate in the in-depth study.  One rural and one urban site will be visited in each state.  Site visits will occur in August-September 2004 and be repeated in May-June 2005.
In addition to interviews and focus groups, the in-depth evaluation will include the collection of additional data and documents from the states.  The collection will include: historical information on partners, Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) with collaborating service providers, Consumer Satisfaction Surveys, process and procedural information, Operations Manuals, Strategic Plans for local Workforce Boards, Continuous Improvement Plans, Performance Measure Outcomes (from 2003, and the most recent), Staff Development and Training Plans, State Accessibility Checklists, Mystery Shopper Reports, Customer Satisfaction Data, Intake Forms, documentation of how many people with disabilities were served before and after the Navigator Program began, Individual Plans for Employment, Flow Charts of Service, and One Stop Annual Reports.  
C.
Individual Outcome Study
The purpose of the Individual Outcome Study is to address whether the Navigator intervention strategy is associated with improved employment or economic sustainability for individuals with disabilities.  To minimize the evaluation burden on Navigators, this part of the evaluation uses data that is already being collected within the WIASRD (Work Investment Act Standardized Record Data) and SSA systems.  
WIASRD data will be matched against SSA data records.  From the WIASRD data reports three elements will be culled: Name, Date of Birth, and Social Security Number.  These elements will then be matched by SSA and LHPDC with Social Security data to examine the wage and benefit status of individuals served by One-Stops with Disability Program Navigators. 

This data will be examined in order to determine if the DPN program has an effect on the individual outcomes of people with disabilities who are receiving SSA benefits. We will examine benefit levels and status, as well as income levels. The data from this program evaluation will help us evaluate the hypothesis that DPNs will improve the employment status and/or decrease benefit payments for individuals with disabilities. This data will also help SSA and DOL determine if the DPN program should become part of the workforce system nationwide. It is also possible that we will be able to use this information to determine the individual outcomes for people with disabilities who are not receiving SSA benefits, but that will in large part depend on what disability information is being collected at the local level and reported in each state. We do not yet know if this will be possible.
APPENDIX V
DPN PROCESS EVALUATION INSTRUMENT

U.S. Department of Labor

Employment and Training Administration

200 Constitution Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C.  20210

22 December 2003

MEMORANDUM TO:
DPN and WIG Navigators

FROM:


ALEXANDRA KIELTY

SUBJECT:


Navigator Quarterly Report – Quarter 1:





January – March 2004

Please assist us with completion of the attached Navigator Quarter Report.  This evaluation instrument covers Navigator activities for Quarter 1:  January 1 through March 31, 2004.  

The Department of Labor (DOL) and the Social Security Administration (SSA) have jointly established the Disability Program Navigator (DPN) within DOL’s One-Stop Career Centers in fourteen states.  In addition to the DPN Initiative, the Department of Labor is also funding Navigator positions through the Round III Work Incentive Grant projects in forty-two states.  
The Navigator Initiative is designed to:

· Provide seamless and comprehensive services to persons with disabilities in One-Stop Career Centers.

· Increase employment and self-sufficiency for Social Security beneficiaries and others with disabilities.

· Facilitate access to programs and services.

· Facilitate linkage to the employer community.

A Navigator will:

· Assist people with disabilities to access and navigate the complex provisions of various programs that impact their ability to gain, return to, or retain employment.

· Develop linkages and collaborate on an ongoing basis with employers to facilitate job placements for persons with disabilities.

· Facilitate the transition of in- or out-of-school youth with disabilities to secure employment and economic self-sufficiency.

· Conduct outreach to agencies and organizations that serve people with disabilities. 

· Serve as a resource on SSA’s work incentive and employment support programs and the provision of services through Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach organizations (BPAOs); Protection and Advocacy systems (P&As); and SSA’s employment-related demonstration projects.

· Serve as a resource to the workforce investment community to ensure the availability of comprehensive knowledge of Federal, State, local and private programs that impact the ability of persons with disabilities to enter and remain in the workforce.

The attached Quarterly Report evaluation instrument, developed in coordination with our TA Provider, the Law, Health Policy & Disability Center (LHPDC) of the University of Iowa’s College of Law, offers us the opportunity to learn more about and document Navigator systems change activities nationwide. It is understood that many Navigators may not be actively involved in each of the areas included in the evaluation questions since these are designed to be comprehensive and capture the full range of systems change activities across all Navigator projects.

The evaluation instrument is not an attempt to measure individual outcomes, but rather is an attempt to understand the process of system capacity building and to support job seekers with disabilities.  The evaluation instrument will provide a broader picture of the impact that Navigators have as system change agents, resources and advisers.  It is anticipated that the evaluation instrument will provide a “yard stick” that, over time, will be used to build a more effective system of support for individual job seekers with disabilities both inside and outside of the workforce development system.

The evaluation instrument will be completed on a quarterly basis (the first quarter representing January 1 – March 31, 2004).  Navigators will have one month after the close of each quarter to return the Evaluation.

The Quarterly Report is formatted as a MS Word document.  Like other MS Word documents, Navigators can open the document in MS Word and type directly in the fields and then save and send back as an attachment after each quarter.  The file may also be printed out and filled in and then returned via facsimile.  

The completed Quarterly Report is due April 30, 2004. 

· If you serve as a Navigator within one of the fourteen Disability Program Navigator Imitative projects, please submit your completed evaluation instrument directly to your Project Lead, or Lead Navigator, if applicable.  They will in turn submit the completed evaluations to the LHPDC.  If you have any questions on the evaluation instrument content or need additional information to assist you in completing the form, please contact your Project Lead and/or Lead Navigator.  They have been involved in the development of this instrument.

· If you serve as a Navigator within a Work Incentive Grant project, please submit your completed evaluation instrument directly to Laura Farah at lfarah@mail.law.uiowa.edu or by fax: 617-847-1593.  If you have any questions on the evaluation instrument content or need additional information to assist you in completing the form, please contact Laura Farah at lfarah@mail.law.uiowa.edu or 617-471-1570. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or need additional information at: kielty.alexandra@dol.gov, or 202-693-3730.

	NAVIGATOR QUARTERLY REPORT

Quarter 1:  January 1, 2004 through March 31, 2004

	A.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The information requested in Section A is to be completed during the first quarter.  Thereafter, it should be updated only if there are changes or modifications in a given quarter.  However, for each quarter, please enter the name of the person filling out this form.

	Name:
	Date Hired:

	E-mail Address:

	List prior work experience below: (e.g., type of job, market sector, work hours, wage levels, and so on):

	

	

	

	

	

	

	POSITION STATUS
	Full-time
	Part-time
	If part-time, hours per week:

	List the Local Workforce Investment Area(s) you cover below:

	

	

	

	

	Below, list the Comprehensive One-Stops with which you will build relationships:

	Name of One-Stop
	Location (city)

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	SUPERVISOR—Below, identify the person to whom you directly report:

	Name:

	Job Title:

	Location:

	E-mail address:

	Phone number:

	Please explain if you are unsure and/or if you report to more than one individual:



	B.  TIME ALLOCATION

The purpose of Section B is to help us learn whether there are changes in your time allocation for specific types of activities during the quarter.  Over the course of this quarter, please identify below the percentage of time you allocated to each of the activities in each of the three months.  The column totals should equal 100%.  

Please feel free to use the attached Time Allocation internal tool to help you keep track of your time.  You do not need to submit this tool with your completed Quarterly Report; it is for your personal use.  The Time Allocation internal tool is located at the end of the Quarterly Report.

	
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar

	· Service Collaboration (e.g., Development of relationships with mandatory partners and/or other service systems, i.e., Mental Health, MR/DD, Transportation, etc.)
	%
	%
	%

	· Training and Education (e.g., Staff within the One-Stop.)
	%
	%
	%

	· Relationship Building with Employers (e.g., Outreach or networking with the business community.)
	%
	%
	%

	· One-on-One Customer Contact (e.g., Identification of strategies and possible resources to remove barriers to employment.)
	%
	%
	%

	· Accessibility Problem Solving (e.g., Identification and assistance with implementation of solutions to physical, communication and/or program access challenges.)
	%
	%
	%

	· Information and Referral (e.g., Identification of resources and connecting job seekers with these resources.)
	%
	%
	%

	· Outreach to Consumers (e.g., Presentations to disability-related organizations, school systems, or other potential points of contact to educate other systems and/or individuals with disabilities about the workforce development system.)
	%
	%
	%

	· Navigator Training and Development (e.g., Building knowledge and skills to more effectively perform the role of the Navigator.)
	%
	%
	%

	· Other, please list below

	
	%
	%
	%

	
	%
	%
	%

	
	%
	%
	%

	
	100%
	100%
	!00%

	C.  SYSTEMS RELATIONSHIPS:  IMPROVEMENT OF COLLABORATION
For Section C, please use the following scales to indicate the level of activity and level of outcomes/results during the quarter with the following agencies/organizations.  For each area, please rate both the "Activity" level and the "Outcomes" level.  

· “Limited Activity” is defined as phone, electronic or in person communication five (5) times or less during the quarter.

· “Significant Activity” is defined as phone, electronic or in person communication six (6) times or more during the quarter.

· “Limited Outcomes” is defined as having established an improved medium for communication between staff in the One-Stop and their support of job seekers with disabilities, or between One-Stop staff and another system of potential support of job seekers with disabilities.

· “Significant Outcomes” is defined as a specific change in policy or practice that improves either or both effective and meaningful participation of job seekers with disabilities in the One-Stop system, and access to resources to help overcome barriers to employment.

Please note, it is not expected that any Navigator will—in any quarter—have significant or even limited activity in all twenty-four (24) identified areas for potential systems relationships.  It is expected, however, over a two-year period that most Navigators will have limited or significant activity with each of these systems.

	ACTIVITY

1 =  No Activity

2 =  Limited Activity

3 = Significant Activity
	OUTCOMES

1 =  No Outcomes

2 =  Limited Outcomes

3 =  Significant Outcomes

	
	ACTIVITY
	OUTCOMES

	1. Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors
	
	

	2. Social Security Area Work Incentive Coordinator (AWIC)
	
	

	3. Social Security Field Office
	
	

	4. Benefits Counselors from the Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach Project (BPAO)
	
	

	5. Local Workforce Investment Board
	
	

	6. One-Stop Front-Line Staff (Core Services)
	
	

	7. One-Stop Counselors (Intensive and Training Services)
	
	

	8. One-Stop Business Development Staff
	
	

	9. Medicaid Buy-In
	
	

	10. Mental Health Agencies
	
	

	11. Mental Retardation/Developmental Disabilities Agency
	
	

	12. Adult Education and Literacy
	
	

	13. Substance Abuse Provider
	
	

	14. Welfare-to-Work (TANF)
	
	

	15. Veterans Employment Representatives and Disabled Veterans Outreach Programs
	
	

	16. Apprenticeship Programs
	
	

	17. Older American’s Employment Programs
	
	

	18. Transportation
	
	

	19. Food Stamps
	
	

	20. Financial Education Programs
	
	

	21. Independent Living Centers
	
	

	22. Other Disability-Related Organizations
	
	

	23. Local Education Agencies
	
	

	24. Youth Council
	
	

	25. Other Federal, State or Local Programs (list below):

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Describe two activities identified above that resulted in significant outcomes, i.e., that you rated a “3” in Outcomes.  Examples may include activities like the following:

	· Development and use of Common Intake Form across partners with sharing of information to reduce repeated requests from the customer.

	· Access and use of Individual Training Accounts (ITAs) by job seekers with disabilities with supportive services provided by multiple partners.

	· Use of work incentives has increased as a result of coordination with BPAO Benefits Counselor.

	· Acceptance as an Employment Network under the Ticket to Work.

	· Provided training on reasonable accommodation requirements and availability to One-Stop staff.

	· Change in relationship with a specific collaborator.

	For each, please describe the type of activity and outcomes/results below:

	

	

	D.  LINKAGES

	1. Social Security Administration’s Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach Program

	Place an “X” in all of the boxes that identify the linkages between the One-Stop(s) where you are located and the Social Security Administration's (SSA) Benefits Planning, Assistance and Outreach (BPAO) program.

	a. Co-location
	

	b. Shared information
	

	c. Training
	

	d. Other, please describe below:

	

	2. Ticket to Work and Employment Networks

	Place an “X” in the box to indicate whether your One-Stop Center(s) and/or your Local Workforce Investment Board (LWIB) has become or applied to become an Employment Network (EN)?

	a. The One-Stop Center(s) and/or LWIB has applied to become an EN
	

	b. The One-Stop Center(s) and/or LWIB has become an EN
	

	c. Are you working with any other organization(s) to become an EN (please list below)
	

	

	

	

	3. Vocational Rehabilitation Agency

	Place an “X” in all of the boxes that identify the linkages between the One-Stop Center(s) where you are located and Vocational Rehabilitation.

	a. Co-location
	

	b. Shared information
	

	c. Training
	

	d. Other, please describe below:

	

	E.  RELATIONSHIP WITH EMPLOYERS

For Section E, please place an “X” next to (or list) those entities that you contacted/worked with over the course of this quarter.  

	1 Chamber of Commerce
	

	2 Business Leadership Network
	

	3 Local Workforce Investment Board
	

	4 Business Relations Group Employers
	

	5 Business Development Staff at the One-Stop
	

	6 Other, please list below:

	
	

	
	

	
	

	Please briefly discuss two successful collaborations:  Examples may include activities like the following:

	· Creation of a Business Leadership Network with peer-to-peer outreach to encourage hiring persons with disabilities.

	· Increased coordination between One-Stop staff and employers.

	· Provided information on disability-related tax credits and deductions for employers and employees.

	

	

	F.  REFERRALS MADE TO YOU
Please place an “X” next to (or list) those entities that have sought your assistance to problem solve individual or systems collaboration issues over the quarter.  

	Person/Agency Making Referral
	

	1. BPAO
	

	2. Social Security Field Office
	

	3. Employment Network
	

	4. Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors
	

	5. Medicaid Waiver Provider
	

	6. Transportation Agency
	

	7. Housing Resource
	

	8. Mental Health Agency
	

	9. Substance Abuse Provider
	

	10. Independent Living Center
	

	11. Other Disability Organizations (please list below)

	
	

	
	

	
	

	12. Other, please list below:

	
	

	
	

	
	

	G.  REFERRALS MADE BY YOU TO OTHER SYSTEMS COLLABORATORS
Please identify persons and/or agencies that you are making referrals to, to support an employment or other-related need of a job seeker with a disability over the quarter.  

Please feel free to use the attached Referrals internal tool to help you keep track of your referrals. You do not need to submit this tool with your completed Quarterly Report; it is for your personal use.  The Referrals Made By You internal tool is located at the end of the Quarterly Report.

	Person/Agency
	Number of Referrals Made

	1. BPAO
	

	2. Social Security Field Office
	

	3. Employment Network
	

	4. Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors
	

	5. Medicaid Waiver Provider
	

	6. Transportation Agency
	

	7. Housing Resource
	

	8. Mental Health Agency
	

	9. Substance Abuse Provider
	

	10. Independent Living Center
	

	11. Job Accommodation Network (JAN)
	

	12. IRS for Tax Issues
	

	13. Other Disability Organizations (please list below)

	
	

	
	

	
	

	14. Other, please list below:

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	H.  MEANINGFUL PARTICIPATION IN THE WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM
Please describe with reasonable detail the experiences of two job seekers with disabilities who have gained greater access and more meaningful participation in the Workforce Investment system, and who have had an improved employment outcome as a result of Navigator activities.  This might include e.g., age, gender, ethnicity, disability type and severity, referral, interaction with service provider, outcomes, the nature of work sought and obtained, accommodation type and costs, wages sought, health insurance benefits, barriers and challenges to work, level of SSI (Supplemental Security Income) or SSDI (Social Security Disability Insurance) benefits, or other factors of Interest.

Do not use identifying information about these individuals in the description, i.e., name.

	

	

	I.  NAVIGATOR DEVELOPMENT

Please list the skills or knowledge areas that would improve your performance as a Navigator.

	

	

	 

	

	J.  ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

	


	NAVIGATOR QUARTERLY REPORT  --  SECTION B.  TIME ALLOCATION INTERNAL TOOL\

MONTH:  __________________________

Use this chart as an internal tool to help you keep track of the time you spend during each month for specific types of activities.

Refer to Section B of the Quarterly Report for an example of each of these activities.

	Day of Week
	Service Collaboration
	Training & Education
	Employer

Relationships
	One-on-One Customer Contact
	Accessibility Issues
	Information & Referral
	Outreach to Consumers
	Navigator Training

& Development

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	26
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	27
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	28
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	31
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	NAVIGATOR QUARTERLY REPORT

SECTION G.  REFERRALS MADE BY YOU TO OTHER SYSTEMS COLLABORATORS

INTERNAL TOOL

Use this chart as an internal tool to help you keep track of the number of referrals you make to the following persons and/or agencies to support an employment or other-related need of a job seeker with a disability.  


	BPAO
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social Security Field Office
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employment Network
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vocational Rehabilitation Counselors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medicaid Waiver Provider
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Transportation Agency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Housing Resource
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mental Health Agency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Substance Abuse Provider
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Living Center
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Job Accommodation Network (JAN)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IRS for Tax Issues
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Disability Organizations (please list below):

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other, please list below:
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