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OVERVIEW OF STATE
CERTIFICATION/CHARTERING CRITERIA FOR ONE-

STOP CAREER CENTERS

BACKGROUND OF CERTIFICATION STUDY

Objective

Federal guidelines for the development of One-Stop service delivery systems have

embraced the general goals of universality, customer choice, integration of services,

and performance-driven systems.  The sixteen initial implementation states have been

given substantial discretion in how to achieve these goals.  As part of the process of

defining what an effective delivery system would look like within this federal

framework, the states have developed “certification” or “chartering” criteria that

specify the types of planning processes to be followed, the services to be offered, and

how services are to be delivered in a One-Stop environment.

Social Policy Research Associates (SPR) was asked by the Department of Labor

to conduct a study that would document how states have handled their responsibility to

guide and oversee the development of local One-Stop systems and identify any

information/strategies that might be useful to the planning and development states.

Methodology

The first nine implementation states were automatically included in this study

anticipating that their plans would be the furthest developed.  Three of the seven

second-round implementation grant states also agreed to participate in the study.  This

brought the total number of participating states to twelve.

Each state participating in the study was contacted and asked to provide any

documents that pertained to their certification standards for local One-Stop systems.

Follow-up telephone calls were made if data needed to be identified or clarified.

Questions pertaining to the process of developing the standards were sent to each of the

twelve participating states.  Telephone interviews with state staff who were involved in
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the development of the certification criteria or very knowledgeable about them were

then conducted.  The information from written documents as expanded and modified

through contacts with state respondents was used to develop the attached matrix and

this narrative.  Information in the matrix and cross-site discussion is intended to be

accurate as of September, 1996.  In some cases, contacts with state respondents have

enabled us to update the information to January, 1997.

Deliverables

The products prepared under this task order include: 1) a matrix that documents

the certification criteria and approaches of the 12 states that were selected and 2) a

narrative that discusses the variations and commonalities in how states have established

One-Stop system/center requirements and identifies strategies or ideas that could be of

benefit to planning and development states.

Overview of the Narrative

This narrative is intended to accompany a matrix also prepared by SPR—

Overview of State Certification/Chartering Criteria for One-Stops—that summarizes the

content of the certification/chartering requirements established by the different states in

seven areas or dimensions of One-Stop design/operations.  Each of the topics or

dimensions included on the matrix and listed below was selected by the authors because

it covered issues that were addressed in the One-Stop certification policies of one or

more states included in the study.

• Organization and Structure describes the state entities responsible for
certification/chartering, as well as state requirements for local One-Stop
partners and programs, the co-location of partner agencies, features of
the local planning processes, and structures for local advisory bodies
and One-Stop administration.

• Integration of Services describes state requirements relating to customer
flow, provision of orientation, intake, and eligibility screening, and
referral of customers to additional services beyond those available as
part of the One-Stop system.

• Core Services describes state requirements relating to the availability
and content of information services, assessment and testing, career
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planning, service planning and case management, job referrals/job
placement assistance, and services to employers, including state
guidance on the provision of fee-based services.

• Facility describes state requirements for One-Stop career center
facilities, including aspects of the physical facilities, location, layout,
signage and logos, and information technology systems that must be
present in a certified center.

• Outcome/Performance describes state progress in developing
performance expectations for measuring customer satisfaction and other
performance measures, and how these measures will be applied to the
performance of local One-Stop career centers.

We have also tried to provide enough “background information" on each state

within the matrix to enable readers to assess the relevance of any given state's approach

to their own situation.

The narrative is divided into two sections—a Matrix Review and a Discussion.

The Matrix Review compares and contrasts the certification criteria established by the

study states.  The Discussion reflects on the states’ varied experiences with

certification/chartering requirements and includes information provided by state

respondents about what they have learned from that experience, including ideas about

what they might have done differently.  The authors have made no attempt to rate the

relative strengths or weaknesses of each states’ approach.  Overall, the implementation

states were very proud of what they had accomplished, and deservedly so.

MATRIX REVIEW

In this section, we review the certification/chartering criteria established by the

study states in each of the categories and subcategories covered in the One-Stop

Certification Matrix.  Throughout the Matrix Review, we reference states by name as

examples of different approaches to certification.  These references are intended to be

illustrative, rather than inclusive.  That is, under the description of a given approach,

we may not mention all states that have similar approaches.  The descriptions of each

state’s certification approaches in the matrix and in this narrative are intended to

highlight key features, rather than provide enough details to support replication.  We
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encourage interested readers to contact the state contacts listed at the end of the matrix

for additional information about specific topics.

The matrix begins with a Comments section.  The information provided in this

section was added as background information to help the reader gain some additional

insight into the One-Stop approaches taken by the various states.  The comments

included for each state represent ideas or concepts that were emphasized by that

particular state in its One-Stop policy documents or by state representatives during the

interview process.

I.  Organization and Structure

This section of the matrix provides information on the states’ One-Stop planning

and governance structures.  The first subsection provides information about the state

entities responsible for certifying or chartering local One-Stop centers.  Additional

subsections under Organization and Structure summarize state requirements regarding

the involvement of local partners and programs in local One-Stop systems, the co-

location of local partners within One-Stop centers, and the development of local One-

Stop plans.  The final subsections describe state requirements for local policy oversight

and governance of One-Stop centers.

I. A.  Entity Responsible for Chartering

The information collected for this study suggests that several different

organizational arrangements can be used for the certification of One-Stop career

centers.  Primary responsibility for the certification of One-Stop centers may be

exercised by (1) state workforce development policy councils, (2) the state department

responsible for administering the majority of employment and training programs,

(3) local workforce development boards, or (4) combinations of several of these

entities.

In nine of the 12 states studied, certification is performed primarily by state-level

entities.  At least four of the study states (AZ, OH, MD, and WI) indicated that the

primary role in certifying One-Stop centers is played by the state workforce
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development policy council (e.g., the Human Resources Investment Council).  In these

states, the state council has undertaken a "hands on" role in overseeing One-Stop

system development and approving the certification of local One-Stop centers.  Several

of these states indicated that this role was carried out in collaboration with the state's

key workforce development department.

Five states (IN, IA, MN, MO, and TX) indicated that the state department

responsible for administering most DOL-funded employment and training programs is

responsible for statewide implementation of the One-Stop system, including overseeing

the certification of local One-Stop systems.  Several of these states mentioned that state

agency policymakers perform this function in collaboration with the state workforce

development policy council and that agency staff forward recommendations to the

policy council for its approval.

Four of the study states give local workforce development boards an active role in

the certification process.  Connecticut shares responsibility for One-Stop oversight and

certification between the state workforce development policy council (called the

Connecticut Employment and Training Commission) and Regional Workforce

Development boards.  North Carolina and Massachusetts delegate to local workforce

development boards the authority to certify local centers.  Once local workforce

development boards are certified by the state, Texas also gives local boards substantial

control over the design and operation of local One-Stop centers.  States that give local

boards a strong role in the certification process believe that doing so strengthens local

buy-in, promotes ownership, and provides the flexibility necessary to respond to local

conditions.  As a representative from the Massachusetts’s One Stop Career Center

office stated, “There is incredible interest at the local level in making this system work.

A great deal of the time and energy is put in and the bulk of innovation occurs at this

level.”
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I. B./D.  Required Local Partners and Programs

Many of the states began the implementation process requiring participation from

the basic DOL-funded programs but maintain visions of incorporating more partners

once welfare reform and block grant legislation becomes better defined.  Having fewer

partners early on allowed these states to focus their limited staff and monetary

resources on getting the system up and running.  Second year plans typically include

efforts to develop and extend technology linkages to new partners and integrate them

into the system.

Beyond the agencies responsible for ES, JTPA, and UI, the determination of

what additional partners should be involved in local One-Stop system design and

operations has been driven by respective state visions and pre-One-Stop coordination

efforts.  Most often, states looked at what could realistically be accomplished and

moved ahead with those partners that were politically and logistically positioned to

participate.  Planned enhancements to the system were often targeted in the second and

third years of the One-Stop implementation process.

Relatively limited One-Stop partnerships have been mandated by some states

(AZ, CT).  Other states have encouraged or required the addition of local secondary

and/or post-secondary education agencies (MD, MN, MO, NC, OH, WI) or the

agencies responsible for vocational rehabilitation and/or welfare-to-work programs (IN,

IA, MN, NC, OH, WI) to the One-Stop partnership.  Texas required local systems to

include the mandated DOL-funded programs in their initial One-Stop partnerships.

However, by the end of the first year of One-Stop implementation, local systems were

required to submit plans for the full participation of welfare-to-work and school-to-

work partners as well as post-secondary providers of customized training.

A number of the study states (e.g., AZ, IA, MD, WI, TX) have undergone state-

level consolidations of workforce development agencies and programs, which has

enhanced their ability to build strong workforce development partnerships at the state

and local levels.
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I. C.  Co-Location of Partner Agencies

Co-location of partner agencies, although encouraged in many states, is a pre-

requisite for One-Stop certification in only four of the 12 study states.  Indiana,

Minnesota, North Carolina and Texas require the co-location of the major partners at

all One-Stop career centers.  In Iowa and Wisconsin, co-location is commonplace but

not required.  Other states have emphasized the need to establish articulated referral

linkages and electronic linkages among partners or the out-stationing of staff from one

agency to another on a small scale or part-time basis as alternatives to co-location.

I. E.  Planning Process

All states required evidence that the local One-Stop planning process had been

collaborative and thorough.  States differed in the level of detail they required in local

One-Stop plans.  In consideration of the burgeoning workload One-Stop

implementation placed on local areas, Ohio kept its planning requirements to a

minimum, asking local sites applying for One-Stop implementation grant funds to

respond to only six questions.  Similarly, Arizona used an application which asked for

a brief description of how operators would deliver basic services.  (In retrospect,

respondents in both Ohio and Arizona indicated that they wished they had asked for

more detail.)

About half the states studied (CT, MA, MN, MO, NC, WI) were more explicit

about the required content of One-Stop plans and prepared detailed One-Stop planning

guidelines to support the development of local systems.  For example, in Connecticut,

local One-Stop plans were required to include a detailed physical location plan, an

outreach and marketing strategy, and a description of how services would be integrated

to best meet customers' needs.  Missouri developed extensive guidelines to aid its local

areas in providing the level of planning detail necessary for implementation.

Wisconsin, having encouraged the development of "Job Centers" for nearly ten years

prior to the federal One-Stop initiative, required a "core coordination document" to be

submitted as a joint product of all local partner agencies.  Initiated prior to the federal

One-Stop implementation grant, this document described a detailed framework for
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coordinated planning and service delivery at the local level.  Three states (MA, MO,

NC) required local areas to develop business plans.  In Massachusetts, the business plan

submitted by prospective program operators had to include a start-up strategy, a plan

for phasing in full operations, an organization chart, operating calendar, budgets, and

memoranda of understanding among partner agencies, if needed.

I. F./G.  Governance and Advisory Structures

Study states have responded to the need for local governance and advisory

structures for One-Stop in a variety of ways:  (1) By creating new local governance

boards; (2) by designating Private Industry Councils (PICs) as the entity responsible for

overseeing local One-Stop system development; or (3) by forming one or more One-

Stop advisory bodies to make recommendations to the state on One-Stop design and

operations issues.

Several states (CT, MA, NC) have required the creation of new local governing

boards to guide and oversee the implementation of local One-Stop systems.  In

addition, Texas has given local service areas the option of creating new governing

boards with broad powers.  These Boards are variously called “local workforce

development boards,” “regional employment boards,” or “human resource investment

boards.”  Sometimes these boards are reformulated Private Industry Councils (PICs)

with expanded membership and a broadened mission that often includes oversight over

school-to-work and welfare-to-work systems in addition to the One-Stop initiative.  In

other states they are newly formed entities.  After being formulated as the full

governing boards, they have responsibility for overseeing One-Stop centers and

budgets, and sometimes selecting local One-Stop service providers.

Missouri and Indiana have designated existing Private Industry Councils as the

local policy boards responsible for overseeing the development of local One-Stop

systems.  In each case some expansion of PIC membership was encouraged or required

to enable PICs to carry out their expanded functions.  Arizona allows local areas to

decide on their own One-Stop governance structure, but expects that the full PIC or a
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PIC subcommittee, with representatives from the six core programs, will assume the

local governance role.

Several states (IA, IN) have given local interagency councils or One-Stop task

forces an important advisory role in the planning of local One-Stop systems but have

given these bodies more limited authority over the operation of local centers and made

them subject to state policy overview.  Maryland has not created any new local

planning or policy bodies, aside from a local Planning and Management Team

comprised of five members:  the local PIC chair, the local Job Service manager, and

SDA director, a local community college representative and one additional employer.

States have established different requirements for the day-to-day administration of

One-Stop centers.  In states with formal local governing boards, these entities may have

responsibility for day-to-day administration of One-Stop centers.  More common are

requirements for the development of “management teams” in which all core One-Stop

partners participate.

II.  Integration of Services

This section of the matrix covers state requirements for the coordination or

integration of the services that control customer flow into and through local One-Stop

services.  Although all states encourage the design of user-friendly seamless services,

not all states have established specific requirements for customer flow, orientation,

intake/eligibility screening, and referral to additional services.  Where they have been

established, these criteria communicate the state’s vision for how to achieve seamless

services in a One-Stop setting.

II. A.  Customer Flow

The state requirements listed under Customer Flow refer to procedures that enable

customers to identify and access appropriate center services in an efficient manner.

This section identifies some of the strategies states have required in an effort to create a

user friendly and apparently seamless delivery system.
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In all Connecticut centers, a “greeter” must be on duty at all times and be

positioned to cover all entry points.  The greeter’s function is to assist people in getting

where they need to go in the center and to answer their questions.  By requiring the use

of greeters, Connecticut is trying to prevent customers from being intimidated or

confused by the new One-Stop service environment.

Both Connecticut and North Carolina require that core staff be cross-trained (i.e.

be knowledgeable about all center services and intake procedures) in order to reduce

the number of people a customer needs to see to access services.  Missouri asks centers

to reduce duplication of effort across center partners and provide evidence of “no

wrong door” or seamless service delivery.

Three states (IN, IA, TX) require centers to create physical layouts which

promote easy identification of and access to services.  Iowa goes a step further in

requiring centers to form integrated service teams for the delivery of common One-Stop

functions such as reception, intake, assessment, and other core services.

II. B.  Orientation

Three of the study states (CT, MA, TX) require all One-Stop centers to provide

comprehensive orientation sessions for all center customers.  Orientation sessions are

used to inform customers about all services available through the center.  Connecticut

requires all centers to provide a group orientation on center services and how to use

them.  Other states permit local sites to choose whether orientations are conducted in a

group or one-on-one format.  Responsibility for providing this function can be assumed

by a single designated staff person or by a multi-agency team.

II. C.  Intake and Eligibility Screening

A number of One-Stop states are working to develop integrated intake and

eligibility systems so that customers will be able to go to a single location and complete

a single intake form to find out what services are available across a variety of

workforce development agencies and to receive a preliminary assessment of their

eligibility for each of these services.  Even though the development of automated
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intake/eligibility systems is still underway in some states, most of the states included in

the study require centers to offer customers a common intake process, a menu of

available services, or both.

Some states require local centers to use an already-developed automated

intake/eligibility system.  For example, Indiana requires local centers to use an

integrated intake/eligibility system for ES and UI.  Maryland requires centers to use a

client-driven automated system that assesses eligibility for all DOL programs, plus

adult education, Pell Grants and Veterans' Employment Services. Where automated

systems are not on-line yet, cross-trained staff must be available to identify a

customer's likely eligibility (AZ, CT, TX).

Three states (MN, TX, WI) require centers to provide customers with a “menu of

services” from which they can select.  The menu may be a paper-, video-, or

computer-based presentation of available services.  In Wisconsin, the state has

developed an automated menu of services that can be customized at the local level.

This menu allows the customer to review available services and corresponding general

eligibility requirements and to select services of interest.  After completing the on-line

review of available services, the customer receives a printout of selected services that

can be presented to center staff for appropriate follow-up.

II. D.  Referral to Additional Services

Many of the states studied emphasize the importance of developing strong

alliances with a wide range of community agencies, including both community-based

organizations and public agencies to link One-Stop customers with needed social,

health, and employment-related services provided by agencies outside the core One-

Stop partnership.  To ensure that these referral linkages are effective, local sites are

encouraged or required to develop standard operating procedures and/or interagency

memoranda of understanding that identify agency contacts and develop common criteria

and procedures for making referrals, scheduling customer appointments, sharing
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information across agencies, and providing coordinated or joint case management to

customers served by more than one agency.

A number of the study states view improved referral procedures as a key means

to promote seamless service delivery and enhance both customer satisfaction and

ultimately, system performance.  Its relative importance is supported by the fact that

eight of the 12 states established requirements in this area.  Minnesota requires the use

of a community services databank that provides the ability to transfer data (client

information and appointment schedules) electronically among linked agencies.  North

Carolina is currently in the process of developing an automated community resource

file with local customization options for use in its Job Link system.

Ohio and North Carolina require center staff to actively assist customers in

accessing non-center services and follow through with referrals on behalf of the

customer (no “hand-offs”).  In other states (CT, IA, MA, TX, WI) a referral process

must be identified.

III.  Core Services

Core services are the services that states require local One-Stop systems to make

available to all customers on a universal and non-discriminating basis.  Some states

have interpreted core services as services that must be available at no cost to all

customers.  Other states have indicated that centers may offer some services (e.g.,

resume preparation or job search workshops) on a fee basis to make them available to

customers who would not otherwise be eligible to receive them.  The matrix describes

five possible groupings of core services for individual job seekers (information

services, assessment/testing, career planning, service planning and case management,

job referrals/job placement assistance) and one category for employer services.

III. A.  Information Services

All of the study states recognize the provision of information as the basic core

service of their One-Stop delivery systems and the one that will be utilized by the

highest volume of customers.  Therefore, most states have developed detailed
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requirements on the types of information to be provided in local centers (e.g., job

listings, career and labor market information, information about education and training

opportunities, human services etc.) and how it is to be presented to customers (in

resource rooms/self-service areas and/or via remote access to the Internet).

Eight of the 12 states specifically require the creation of designated “resource

areas” (e.g. “rooms”, “centers”, “libraries”) within the One-Stops in which customers

can access the majority of the information services.

III. B.  Assessment and Testing

Seven of the 12 states require the use of a common assessment process or the

identification of mutually acceptable assessment tools by local career center partners in

order to reduce duplication and enhance the overall understanding and use of the

assessment tools and their results by all partners.  Several states (AZ, IN) are in the

process of developing a standardized competency-based assessment system for

statewide use.

III. C.  Career Planning

Career planning services are a required element of One-Stop services in nine of

the 12 states.  In a number of states (IA, MD, MN, MO, TX, WI) career planning

services may be provided by offering customers access to self-service automated career

information systems.

III. D.  Service Planning and Case Management

Case management services are typically required only for those individuals

enrolled in targeted programs such as JTPA, Veterans’ Employment Services,

Vocational Rehabilitation, JOBS, FSET.  Some states envision an integrated case

management system as a goal for the future (CT, MD).  At present, several states

require joint case management for individuals participating in more than one targeted

program.
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Two states are exploring the feasibility of offering case management services to

the general One-Stop customer population.  Massachusetts is the only state to require a

one-on-one interview and the development of an action plan for all customers who

request it.  North Carolina indicates that the customer should determine how much case

management he/she receives (unless the individual is enrolled in a program which

mandates case management services).

III. E.  Job Referrals and Job Placement Assistance

State Employment Service offices in all but one of the states (MA) have

automated job matching systems that will be used as the primary job matching/job

referral tool.  In Massachusetts, the state requires each One-Stop center to have an

Internet connection so that customers can access the Massachusetts One-Stop Career

Center web site.  The web site provides numerous links to job matching systems, the

state’s Job Bank and Talent Bank being just one of a number of relevant tools.

In addition to self-service or staffed job listing and job matching services, a

number of states require local sites to offer “employability skills training,” group job

search workshops, and/or individualized training on resume development, how to

complete applications, and effective job interview techniques.

III. F.  Employer Services

States have specified a broad range of required core services for employer

customers.  Some of the more common services include recruitment assistance or

access to applicant files (e.g., through a Talent Bank), access to labor market

information, the provision of rooms for interviewing prospective employees, and

information on hiring incentives.

Many of the study states require local areas to adopt a “non-duplicative”

approach to employer contacting.  While intuitively appealing and seemingly doable,

this has probably been one of the more challenging areas of One-Stop service provision

and a challenge that increases in direct proportion to the number of partner agencies

who deal with employers.  For many of the partner agencies, at least partial funding
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has been contingent upon the successful attainment of performance standards such as

wage at placement, number of jobs developed and number of placements made.

Because of the high value placed on these outcomes by state and federal monitors,

agencies have been reluctant in the past to share business contacts or job orders.  The

result was the creation of an inefficient and fragmented labor exchange system.

In an effort to transform this inefficient state of affairs, states have used several

different approaches, including:  (1) requiring local centers to designate a single agency

as the lead agency responsible for making and coordinating employer contacts; and (2)

requiring the cross-agency coordination of employer contacts through sharing of job

orders and information about employer contacts; and (3) requiring the assignment of a

single staff liaison to be the “account representative” for each local employer.

Arizona and Minnesota have required local One-Stop partners to designate the

local Employment Service office as the lead agency for job development and placement

efforts for all workforce programs.  A unified employer contacting system is also

inherent in the Massachusetts model in which a single provider or consortium operates

each One-Stop center.

Minnesota and Wisconsin require the use of a designated account representative

for employer marketing.  To coordinate the efforts of multiple agencies involved in the

job development process, Wisconsin requires centers to develop a non-duplicative

method for contacting employers, including the sharing of job orders and information

on employer contacts.  Connecticut charges local areas to develop a common employer

intake system.  Texas requires the development of a plan that indicates how contact

information will be shared and how duplicative employer contacts will be avoided.

IV.  Guidance on Fee-Based Services

This section of the matrix summarizes state policies with respect to fee-based

services.  As states and local areas struggle with the demands of providing quality

services to a universal customer base and securing sufficient operating capital to

maintain center operations, a fee-for-service approach has received consideration in



16

many states as an ancillary means of generating revenue. To date, some states have

encouraged local One-Stop centers to think about the feasibility of offering services on

a fee basis, but few detailed criteria have been established.

Services identified as potential fee-based services for job seeker customers have

included intensified versions of core services (e.g., more intensive assessment, career

exploration, service planning activities etc.) or add-on services such as workshops, on-

site classes or training sessions.  Services identified as potential fee-based services for

employer customers have included intensified versions of applicant recruitment and

screening and outplacement services or add-on services such as management consulting

or customized training for new or incumbent workers.  Whatever the service type, the

legal issue of using public funds to compete with the private sector has been a primary

concern.

A number of states have not yet made final determinations about whether to

encourage the development of fee-based services.   Indiana, Iowa and Missouri have

developed lists of “enhanced” employer services that local areas can offer, perhaps on

a fee basis.  Both Connecticut and Minnesota indicate that employer services which are

currently state subsidized might be offered on a fee basis, depending upon the

availability of local resources and the demand for the services.  Minnesota has

identified employer-requested applicant testing and screening, business plan

development, and assessment of the skills of incumbent workers as services for which

user fees might be considered.

In contrast, five states have determined that local areas may proceed with the

delivery of fee-based services.  Arizona, Maryland, North Carolina and Texas let local

areas decide what fee-based services, if any, to provide.  Massachusetts has developed

a list of approved fee-based services that local operators, with approval from their

Regional Employment Board (REB), can provide.  The state is seemingly confident that

local operators can make a profit providing fee-based services and hence requires that

3% of gross profits be paid to the REB.
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V.  Facility

This section of the matrix covers state requirements regarding various physical

aspects of local career centers including the number and types of centers to be provided

in each service area, criteria for their location and physical layout, and requirements

for their use of signage.

V. A.  Physical Location

Three of the study states have established parameters for the selection of center

sites.  Minnesota requires that local demographics be taken into account in the choice

of One-Stop sites.  Connecticut requires that site selection take into account space

requirements and accessibility to public transportation and parking.  Maryland specifies

accessibility, parking, space sufficiency and quality, and public image as site selection

criteria.

State requirements also address the number of full-service career centers to be

established in each local service area.  Indiana and North Carolina require at least one

full-service center to be established within each service area during the implementation

grant period.  Missouri requires at least two full-service customer access sites to be

established within each SDA as well as three satellite locations.  Wisconsin requires the

establishment of two fully operational centers in each SDA by June of 1998.

V. B.  Layout

States often permit substantial local flexibility in the design of the physical layout

of local career centers.  However, some states have established criteria designed to

promote the development of centers that are user-friendly and professional in their

orientation.  North Carolina and Indiana ask that facilities be designed to support self-

service use.  Minnesota requires a common reception area and the ability of the space

to support integrated operations.  Connecticut emphasizes the importance of flexibility

of the physical layout—the ability to reconfigure the space to meet changing conditions.
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It is interesting to note that Connecticut is the only state that requires local sites to

dedicate a portion of the waiting area for use as a “children’s corner” with things to

occupy children whose parents are visiting the center.

V. C.  Signage/Logo

Six of the study states require all One-Stop centers to identify themselves through

the use of a state-approved logo (CT, IA, MA, MN, MO, NC).  Three states (OH,

TX, WI) have developed state logos (seals) which signify that the center is “certified.”

The state seals can be used in conjunction with local designs.

VI.  Technology

For most of the states, technology is perceived as the key to providing broad or

universal access to core center services.  The establishment of the infrastructure to

support technology-based information systems and services has probably been the most

demanding and most costly part of One-Stop implementation at both the state and local

level.  In order to ensure compatibility with state systems and to guard against

hardware becoming obsolete prematurely, states that allowed local areas to purchase

hardware (IN, MO, and WI, among other) established clear specifications for the

locally-purchased equipment.  Minnesota and Connecticut required local service areas

to develop a formal technology/automation plan.

The first step in local system development is often increasing local access to state-

developed systems and products.  Some of these products support staff in the

performance of their duties.  For example, Indiana, Iowa and Wisconsin are all

working toward the development of an integrated customer information system to be

used by all local areas.

Many of the state-developed products have been created for direct customer use.

A number of the states studied have specified that local areas use state-developed and

maintained job banks and complementary systems that provide labor market

information, career decision-making information, and computer-assisted instruction in

job seeking skills.  Massachusetts has developed a World Wide Web site on the Internet
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that must be used by local operators.  Other states did not list this as a requirement but

assumed local areas would use state systems.  Maryland’s CareerNet system is

noteworthy for its comprehensive design.

VII.  Outcome/Performance Measurement

This section of the matrix summarizes state requirements for the measures to be

used in assessing customer satisfaction and other performance outcomes and the

performance expectations established for local One-Stop centers.  At the time data was

collected, many states had not yet incorporated measurement of performance outcomes

into the certification/chartering process.  A substantial amount of information on the

“work in progress” on the development of performance measurement systems data is

available from the Performance Measurements Workgroup sponsored by DOLETA.

Many states anticipate introducing performance measures into their

certification/chartering process in the near future.  Once One-Stop systems mature, the

need for centers to be “recertified” will emerge.  For most states, recertification may

be contingent upon the documented achievement of selected performance goals.

Centers deficient in certain areas will probably have to submit corrective action plans to

the appropriate governing body indicating how they will improve their performance.  If

improvements are not forthcoming, states may provide technical assistance and/or

threaten to “decertify” the site.

Massachusetts is currently using performance standards to measure the

effectiveness of its chartered centers.  The state also requires centers to be recertified

over time.  Because the Massachusetts system is based upon a competitive model that

offers the operator the potential for earning a profit, the state has built in an ongoing

performance assessment system to identify deficiencies in operator performance.

Regional Employment Boards can issue requests for proposals (RFPs) from new service

providers if they find a current operator’s performance to be unsatisfactory.  Good faith

effort on the part of the operator may not be enough to stay in business.
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Arizona and Connecticut also have outcome measures already in place.

Connecticut analyzes performance information at the state level and issues a quarterly

report card to each center.  The report card allows each center to compare its

performance to state standards as well as to the performance of other centers.  Texas

has been gathering base-line data and may initiate its measurement system during the

summer of 1997.

VII. A.  Measuring Customer Satisfaction

Eight of the 12 states require local sites to measure customer satisfaction and to

use the information about customer satisfaction levels to support continuous

improvement efforts.  Some states have standardized the measurements of customer

satisfaction at the state level, while others encourage local One-Stop centers to collect

and analyze their own information on customer satisfaction.  Massachusetts has set a

goal of 100% customer satisfaction.

VII. B.  Measuring Other Performance Outcomes

Most states have developed or are in the process of developing a standardized

statewide performance measurement system for the One-Stop initiative that supplements

the performance measurement systems for the participating partners and programs.  A

few states have established benchmarks and numerical standards for local centers.

DISCUSSION

We talked with key One-Stop personnel in each of the study states about their

experiences setting criteria to guide local One-Stop system development.  Discussion

topics included:

• What function or purpose are state certification requirements intended to
serve?

• How were certification criteria developed?

• Who determines whether a local area has met the requirements?

• What are the consequences of meeting or not meeting certification
criteria?
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• What role should the federal government play in defining the necessary
elements of One-Stop systems

• Is there anything the federal government could have done to assist the
states in establishing requirements for One-Stops?

• What helped the states the most in developing certification/chartering
criteria?

• What would the states have done differently?

• What additional recommendations would states offer new One-Stop
implementation states?

These topics were included in the study in order to generate additional insights

that might be useful to states about to embark on the design and implementation of their

own One-Stop systems.  In this section, we summarize the implementation strategies

described by respondents in the different states and respondents’ impressions about the

potential strengths and weaknesses of the certification approaches they selected.

What function or purpose are state certification
requirements intended to serve?

Without exception, certification requirements were established to create a

framework that both advanced the DOL concepts (universality, customer choice,

integration of services, and performance-driven systems) and ensured statewide

consistency in the types and quality of services offered.  To a greater or lesser degree,

states were also interested in influencing how services were offered.  Although some

states were more prescriptive than others, all strongly supported letting local areas

develop programming that was responsive to local conditions.

Several states have developed more detailed conceptual frameworks to guide the

implementation of their One-Stop systems.  These frameworks generally expand upon

and interpret the DOL One-Stop concepts and provide a set of measurable criteria that

can be used to assess whether the One-Stop principles have been operationalized by

local sites.

North Carolina uses the Baldridge Award Criteria as its framework for One-Stop

development. The state has established a vision statement for each of the seven major
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Baldridge categories of leadership, information and analysis, strategic planning, human

resource development and management, process management, business results, and

customer focus and satisfaction. For example, under the leadership dimension, the state

has established the following criteria:

1. Regularly scheduled meetings and communication occur among
partnering agencies regarding management of the centers.

2. Agency heads are personally involved monthly in identifying and
reviewing quality issues.

Local workforce development boards are expected to tailor these criteria and develop

measurements consistent with those visions that are also responsive to local priorities.

North Carolina strongly encourages local boards to define additional certification

standards.  Local standards are reviewed by the state for compliance with the overall

state One-Stop approach.

Wisconsin has developed a framework of Process Standards and Functional

Standards to guide local One-Stop system develop and assess local progress toward

achievement of the state’s One-Stop vision.  The process standards are designed to

ensure that local One-Stop systems provide high-quality customer-oriented services and

avoid duplication of effort across local partners, while the service standards

communicate the state’s expectations for the minimum core services that must be in

place at One-Stop centers.  Like the North Carolina criteria, the Wisconsin standards

are intended to promote local diversity among One-Stop systems while ensuring

adherence to a common state vision.

Connecticut and Minnesota have developed detailed One-Stop “implementation

matrices” that communicate the states’ requirements for local One-Stop systems and are

used to monitor whether local sites have met the certification standards.

How were certification criteria developed?

Many of the criteria developed by the states were intended to ensure that local

areas delivered what had been promised in the federally-approved One-Stop

implementation plan.  Thus, criteria were not always the result of a committee process
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but generally mirrored the language in the state’s application for federal One-Stop

implementation funding.

In all but one state, committees comprising local and state personnel were created

after the award of the federal implementation grant to develop additional certification

criteria.  Several states used focus groups and surveys of employers and job seekers in

the process of developing certification criteria (AZ, CT).  In two of the states (MA,

NC) many of the chartering standards—beyond those that reflect the state framework

for implementation—are being developed by the local workforce boards.  As previously

noted, in North Carolina, Malcolm Baldridge Award quality criteria were used as the

framework for the development of state One-Stop standards.

Who determines whether a local area has met the
requirements?

As described in the matrix under Organization and Structure, local boards have

been given the responsibility to monitor the achievement of chartering criteria in

Massachusetts and North Carolina.  In all other states, the state is the official

monitoring agent.  The monitoring process varies by state.  In some cases, site visits

are conducted by state staff to interview local staff and observe center operations (WI,

TX).  More commonly however, local areas are required to submit updated plans or

progress reports to the state on a regular basis (e.g., biweekly, monthly, or quarterly).

In several states, state staff make telephone calls to the local areas to assess progress in

meeting the certification criteria.

Because continuous improvement is emphasized by many of the study states,

assessment of local progress in meeting the state certification standards is often an

ongoing process.  Texas uses a benchmark document to assess standards attainment.

Baseline information is collected at the end of the first month of local One-Stop

operations.  Sites are then reviewed at six months and assessed against the benchmarks.

Minnesota uses its One-Stop implementation matrix to assess local progress in the

following areas:  plan, services, integration, site, capacity building, phone, information
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technology, jobseeker services, and employer services.  Local areas are required to

submit a written plan on how they will meet any criteria that they were unable to check

off on the matrix.  Connecticut also uses a matrix as a management tool to conduct

updates of local One-Stop implementation progress every two weeks.

What are the consequences of meeting or not meeting
certification criteria?

For all states, the first level of intervention is to provide technical assistance.

The primary objective is the achievement of the requirements.  As one state put it “We

provide technical assistance until it gets done right.”  All of the states are willing to

work with local areas to overcome problems and develop viable alternatives.

States that offered implementation/incentive funds also had the option of applying

corrective action or withholding or deobligating funds.  To date, none of the states have

exercised these options.  Where local boards are responsible for chartering One-Stop

operators, “requests for proposals” (RFPs) can be issued to select new center operators.

The ultimate outcome of failing to meet the certification requirements is generally

loss of certification/chartering.  Depending on the state, the impact on local operators

could be: 1) going out of business, 2) the loss of use of the state logo which has the

force of state marketing and identity behind it, or 3) lack of access to state information

technology.

What role should the federal government play in defining
the necessary elements of One-Stop systems?

For the most part, the establishment of the four guiding principles is seen as both

important and sufficient.  All of the states liked the fact that within the federal

framework laid out in the One-Stop principles, states are permitted maximum discretion

in implementing the principles.  However, four of the eleven states interviewed felt that

"core services" could have been better defined.
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Is there anything the federal government could have done
to assist the states in establishing requirements for One-
Stops?

Most of the states agreed that the facilitation of information exchange and the

provision of technical assistance was an important role for the federal government to

play. One state indicated that the federal government should have worked more closely

with the states in addressing perceived federal barriers to implementation, seeking

waivers if necessary to effect changes.

Four of the states expressed frustration with the level of cooperation they are

getting from one of their partner agencies or programs (e.g., ES, UI, JTPA, DSS,

DVR).  As a result they felt it would be desirable for the Department of Labor to get

agreement with other federal agencies such as the Department of Health and Human

Services or the Department of Education about how programs such as welfare-to-work,

vocational rehabilitation, and school-to-work should be involved in One-Stop systems.

They also expressed a desire for DOL to establish clear direction for the DOL-funded

programs—JTPA, ES, UI, Veterans’ Employment Services, TAA, Older American’s

Act, etc.—with respect to their involvement in the integration of services within One-

Stop systems.

One state noted that it would have been helpful to have more information from

the federal government about the desired performance outcomes of the One-Stop

initiative so that they knew “what to shoot for.”

What helped the states the most in developing
certification/chartering criteria?

Many of the states cited previous collaborative efforts aimed at the integration or

coordination of employment and training services as having laid the groundwork for the

formation of strong planning partnerships.  Many of the states have been working to

address the fragmented nature of their workforce development systems for several years

prior to the federal One-Stop initiative.  This joint planning enhanced the understanding

each agency/program had of its partners’ missions, services, and accountability
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standards.  As a result, planning teams in these states were ready to move ahead in a

spirit of cooperation and mutual respect to develop certification criteria.

Beyond historical planning efforts, the states also identified the following

beneficial approaches:

• Obtaining information by communicating with other states, attending
national meetings, and visiting centers in other states.

• Taking a step-by-step approach and getting agreement at all levels at
each step.

• Looking at what assets the existing system has and building upon them.

• Hiring a consultant to help establish a system characterized by quality
services and driven by a desire for continuous improvement.

What would the states have done differently?

The number one issue identified by states was the need for specificity.  State

respondents wished they had been more specific in defining  the standards (e.g.,

physical location/characteristics/image, performance goals, working with employers) or

that they had required the local areas to be more specific in identifying how they were

going to accomplish what they promised ( i.e., what are the barriers and how they will

be overcome).  In one state, respondents said they would have worked more with the

local areas to translate the overall state vision into specific local variants.  Lack of

specificity in certification requirements and/or local plans often resulted in local areas

underspending their funds and failing to achieve planned outcomes.  This was a critical

issue, since many states did not have sufficient funds to allocate to all local areas

during the first year of the implementation grant.

The second most cited issue was the challenge of realizing information technology

(IT) goals.  The states cautioned that automating local areas and building technology

infrastructures can be a very expensive proposition and can easily take longer to

accomplish than planned.  One state approved a local plan for which, once costs were

identified, it became apparent that there were insufficient dollars.  This state cautioned

other states to be clear on these issues before setting standards or allocating dollars for

local implementation.  One state noted that it would be useful to have a chief IT officer
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in charge of system’s development and involved with standards development.

Additionally, the state noted that community Internet access providers should be

included in IT discussions.

Other items suggested by state respondents with respect to planning and issuing

certification requirements included:

• Add more groups in the planning process.  "Vets were lumped in under
Wagner-Peyser and didn't have a voice."  Also add groups advocating
for non-traditional occupations for women.

• One state wished it had issued an RFP for local implementation to
encourage greater specificity from the local areas' One-Stop plans.

• Massachusetts (competitive model) would have begun working on the
legal requirements for chartering centers sooner.  Staff also would have
given stronger consideration to incorporating the state One-Stop Career
Center Office as a strategy to streamline the approval process for
forms/documents/policies.

Additional recommendations?

Several of the states mentioned that state plans need to be realistic.  Don't over-

promise.  In developing standards, things don't need to be all inclusive the first time

around.  Standards will evolve over a period of time.  Additional recommendations or

suggestions for states about to embark on One-Stop implementation included:

• Take advantage of the implementation states' experiences, it can save
you a lot of time and effort.

• State sponsored capacity-building training is a powerful tool to ensure
consistency of information and vision from site to site within a state.
Share goals and principles with local areas.

• Survey customers beforehand and enlist as broad a representation as
possible in the planning process.

• Remain flexible in how you budget your dollars.  There will be
unforeseen needs.

• Figure out how all the funds will work together.  Be articulate on those
issues.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

States have responded favorably to the guiding principles established by the

Department of Labor for One-Stop development.  The federal principles define the

basic tenets for change yet allow states considerable autonomy in redesigning service

delivery systems in a manner that will be most congruous with state conditions.  Local

areas are usually afforded this same level of discretion within state guidelines.

Given the leeway states have in creating their systems, it is not surprising to see

several different implementation strategies emerge.  One of the most global distinctions

that has emerged is between states that emphasize the development of One-Stop

electronic networks using articulated referral linkages and providing technology-based

One-Stop services and states that emphasize the development of physical One-Stop

centers involving the co-location of participating partners and integration of services

across partner agencies.

States taking the electronic network approach heavily emphasize the use of

technology (e.g. personal computers or an electronic network) as the primary means of

providing core One-Stop services.  These states use the analogy of an inverted pyramid

to communicate their belief that the majority of the customers accessing One-Stop

services will do so using automated systems that require minimal staff assistance, while

a much smaller percentage will be in need of more staff-intensive services.  Numerous

sites, linked electronically, can act as One-Stop centers by providing access to the

technology-based One-Stop services.

Although coordinated referral procedures must be established to knit

electronically-linked partners into a seamless service system, co-location of local

partners is typically not mandated by states emphasizing the importance of electronic

networks.  States following this approach often use substantial portions of the

implementation grant funding to build an information technology infrastructure

(including hardware and software) which they then offered to local areas.  Chartering

or certification then becomes the means by which local sites can access the technology.
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Other states have embraced an implementation approach that emphasizes the

importance of a physical center where partner agencies are co-located.  Technology

systems still play an important role for these states, but certification standards also

focus on the physical facility, customer flow, and service integration aspects of center

functioning.  The co-location of partner agencies offers opportunities for the creation of

an integrated service system that uses staff, monetary, and planning resources from all

partner agencies to develop enhanced services for One-Stop customers and address

locally identified service needs.

Although co-location of partners is strongly encouraged in most of the states

emphasizing a physically integrated center, some remain flexible in their requirements

for co-location of partners to accommodate the special service delivery challenges

facing rural areas.  Rather than reserving the majority of the federal implementation

funds for state development of technology-based systems, states emphasizing the co-

location of One-Stop partners in a physically integrated center often awarded substantial

implementation grant funding to local areas.  Implementation dollars were used for a

broad range of activities, including purchasing the necessary hardware/software for

their technology-based systems and products and creating or adapting a physical facility

capable of supporting the delivery of integrated services.

Two distinct planning approaches are also identifiable.  A majority of the states

have taken a lead role in prescribing system parameters and have asked the local areas

to respond with assurances that they will meet the state's guidelines.  Some states,

however, have provided local areas with broader concepts and asked them to submit

plans on how they will translate those concepts into reality.  No matter which approach

they used, states often wished that they had required more detail from the local areas

before approving their One-Stop plans.  States that did not demand a high level of

specificity typically experienced greater frustration as local sites struggled to overcome

previously unidentified barriers.  "What they said they could do and what they were

actually capable of did not always coincide."
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Another area of concern for the implementation states centers on the development

of information technology systems.  For all of the states, technology systems play a

prominent role in the delivery of services, both in the collection and dissemination of

information.  In many of the states, technology-based products are the primary means

to accomplish the integration of core One-Stop services.  Because of the primary

importance of technology infrastructure and products, implementation states cautioned

that in-depth consideration must be given to: 1) the cost of developing, expanding and

installing such systems and 2) the time it takes to operationalize them.  Often times

promised outcomes could not be realized without additional time delays and dollars.

As staff from one state observed, "You can do just about anything you want if you

have the time and can afford to pay for it."

Identification of the One-Stop partner agencies was primarily dictated by three

things:  1) the state's vision, 2) pre-existing collaborative efforts in the workforce

development area and 3) pending legislation.  Most of the states indicated that more

partners would be added in subsequent years.  A third of the responding states indicated

that they wished the federal government had set a stronger example for the states to

follow in integrating staff and services across multiple programs and agencies at the

federal level.

The states overwhelmingly support the Department of Labor's role as a broker of

information and coordinator for national roundtables and workshops.  Initiatives such

as the development of this matrix were favorably perceived by the first- and second-

round implementation states even though its intended audience was primarily states that

have been more recently awarded implementation grants.  The fact that numerous

people were willing to take the time to participate in this study despite burgeoning

workloads is a testament to their commitment and belief in the principles of One-Stop

delivery systems.
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INTRODUCTION TO ATTACHMENTS

In developing their certification standards, the first- and second-round One-Stop

implementation states benefited from communicating and sharing information with

other states.  To facilitate the information-sharing process for practitioners in the

rapidly expanding One-Stop community, we have appended four documents as detailed

examples of the certification approaches used by specific One-Stop states.  The first

two documents summarize North Carolina’s and Wisconsin’s efforts to develop a

statewide vision and implementation framework to guide the development of local One-

Stop systems.  The final two documents were developed by Connecticut and Minnesota

as frameworks for assessing local progress in meeting state certification standards.

Attachment A. North Carolina’s JobLink Career Center
Chartering Criteria

North Carolina uses the Malcolm Baldridge Quality Award criteria to ensure the

provision of quality service in its JobLink Career Centers.  The Baldridge Award was

established by Congress “to honor companies that excel in business excellence and

quality achievement.”  Baldridge Award criteria are designed to promote three things:

superior performance; continuous improvement; and highly satisfied customers.

Attachment A includes North Carolina’s vision statements from which local Workforce

Development Boards are expected to develop specific criteria and measurements

responsive to local priorities.

Attachment B. Wisconsin’s 1996 Job Center Standards

Wisconsin’s Job Center standards were developed by a state-local committee that

included representatives from a wide range of employment and training programs and

service providers.  Functional standards were identified for five common program

functions:  intake, assessment, case management, employer relations, and planning.

These standards “describe the characteristics of a well-coordinated local employment

and training service delivery system.”  Service standards were then developed to

identify the minimum menu of services that all Job Center sites are expected to provide

on-site to a universal customer base.
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Attachment C. Minnesota’s Implementation Elements Matrix

This document was developed to guide local One-Stop planning and

implementation and provide a standardized framework for the assessment of local

implementation progress.  The matrix includes an overview of One-Stop

implementation elements and details state requirements for the provision of employer

services and jobseeker services in One-Stop centers.  For each service element, the

state indicates whether local One-Stop services must follow a standardized state model;

may include local customization of a state core approach; or may be developed flexibly

to meet local needs.

Attachment D. Connecticut’s One-Stop Implementation Plan

Connecticut’s One-Stop Implementation Plan lays out what is expected of local

areas and helps define the process to be used in planning and implementing One-Stop

services.  An initial section on Task Details identifies sequenced planning and design

steps in fifteen different task areas up to and including One-Stop Center opening.  A

Process Flow Chart is a tool for managing these inter-related and sequenced tasks.  A

status summary reviews the progress made by individual local One-Stop systems in

completing the task details.

Numerous additional documents are available from the twelve states whose

certification approaches are summarized in this narrative and profiled in the companion

matrix.  To identify states whose certification approaches might be well matched to

your own situation, use the matrix to identify states whose One-Stop features match

your own (e.g., with respect to governing structures, partners, services, philosophy,

etc.).  Give the state contact person listed at the end of the matrix a call.  This

individual will make sure you get to talk to the appropriate person in that state.
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