
 



 



 
Office of Women’s Services 

Homemakers Contract 
 
 
 
The Office of Women’s Services trained only 23 eligible displaced homemakers under a 
Workforce Investment Act contract with the State Department of Labor. Under the 
contract, Women’s Services received $1.1 million in federal funds for reimbursements 
during the 15-month period July 1, 2000, through Sept. 30, 2001. This averages to more 
than $48,000 per person trained. 
 
Although the contract’s effective date was July 1, 2000, it was not signed until 
December.  Essentially, Women’s Services kept an average of 26 people on the payroll 

for five months when there was little to no work being 
performed for the displaced homemakers program.  In 
addition, Women’s Services did not receive participants for 
the displaced homemakers program until February, 2001.  Of 
the 23 eligible displaced homemakers trained, only 13 
persons were placed in jobs. 
 
There was considerable confusion over the number of 
participants cited by Vera Clay, director of Women’s 
Services, in accounting for the displaced homemakers 
program to the Performance Review Subcommittee of the 

Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget at its November, 2001, meeting.  Women’s 
Services officials stated 99 participants had been trained, which included 44 directly 
under the displaced homemakers program and another 55 listed under a Individual 
Training Accounts (ITA) program. 
 
However, the 44 figure also included 21 participants in other job programs and 
individuals who were ineligible because they were not displaced homemakers. The 
number should have been 23. 
 
Although Women’s Services would like to include the other 55 in calculating the per 
person cost of the displaced homemakers program, they were not eligible.  The total 
amount of funds reimbursed to Wome n’s Services under the contract was approximately 
$1.2 million, of which approximately $1.1 million were costs for the displaced 
homemakers program and $132,000 were costs for what was actually 57 persons (not 55) 
trained under the ITA program.  In addition, Women’s Services received another 
$132,000 routed through local agencies for the ITA program.  Because it was paid twice 

Since job placement is a  
basic objective of the 
displaced homemakers 
program, it is noteworthy  
the agency only placed 
13 eligible persons in 
jobs, which averages to 
more than $85,500 per 
person.   
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for the ITA program, Women’s Services was required to remit the second $132,000 to 
Labor.  Hence, calculations pertaining to the displaced homemakers program are based 
on the $1.1 million figure.  The 57 persons trained under the ITA program were basically 
trained at a per person cost of $2,400.      
 
The displaced homemakers program and the ITA program provided 12 to 18 weeks 
training in computer and clerical skills, and 9 to 17 weeks training in non-traditional 
skills for women.   
 
Even though little to no work was performed for the displaced homemakers program for 
the first five months of the contract, the agency was reimbursed for employee salaries, 
rent and other expenses for the entire period of the contract. Commissioner of 
Administration Mark Drennen said he was unaware of the delay in the approval of the 
contract, but felt it was better not to dismantle the office force because of its past 
performance under previous programs, which would have required laying off as many as 
30 persons. 
 
 
Background 
 
 
 
 
The Office of Women’s Services, which is an agency under the Office of the Governor, 
conducts a number of programs designed to assist women.  For the period under review, 
Women’s Services had a $6.8 million budget, of which there was a $3.7 million pass 
through program dealing with family violence. The budget also included the Workforce 
Investment Act program, a $300,000 program with the Department of Transportation and 
Development to conduct non-traditional job training, and a $70,000 program with the 
Department of Social Services for job readiness and placement.  In addition, Women’s 
Services had another displaced homemakers program for which it was appropriated 
$485,000 from the State general fund.  However, it did not provide training services.  It 
provided survival skills, job placement and referrals for training. 
 
The Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 1998 did not take full effect until July 1, 2000. 
It is significantly different from the Job Training Partnership Act, which it replaced.  
WIA requires state and local entities to centralize certain federal programs in local 
centers called One-Stops.  One-Stops offer job placement, education and training to job 
seekers and employers seeking workers. 
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The Department of Labor administers WIA funds to local governments, which in turn 
distributes the funds to One-Stop operators.  Labor also contracts with eligible 
organizations to provide services statewide to participants of WIA, such as its contract 
with Women’s Services for fiscal year 2001.   
 
The contract, which was capped at $1,339,000, was originally a 12-month contract 
beginning July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001.  However, it was amended to 15 months 
in an effort to increase the number of training participants.  Under the contract, Women’s 
Services was to provide training followed by job placement services to displaced 
homemakers who were enrolled as a WIA participant at the One-Stops.  Women’s 
Services was reimbursed a total of $1,111,765 for the displaced homemakers program. 
 
Displaced homemakers are defined as individuals who have been providing unpaid 
services to family members in the home and who have been dependent on the income of 
another family member but are no longer supported by that income and are unemployed 
or underemployed and are experiencing difficulty in obtaining or upgrading employment.  
 
 
Types of Services 
 
 
 
 
In its May, 2000, application for WIA funds, Women’s Services proposed providing core 
and intensive services, as well as training services to female job seeking adults and 
dislocated workers.  Women’s Services also proposed recruiting participants.  However, 
WIA did not allow Women’s Services to do what it proposed because it duplicated One-
Stop services and thereby conflicted with the law. 
 
Examples of core services under WIA include determination of eligibility, outreach, 
intake and orientation, initial assessment of skills, and job search and placement.  
 
Examples of intensive services under WIA include comprehensive and specialized 
assessments of skill levels and service needs, development of an individual employment 
plan, group counseling, individual counseling and career planning, case management for 
participants seeking training services, and short-term prevocational services. 
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Disagreement 
 
 
 
 
From the time of its initial application in May, 2000, a disagreement between Women’s 
Services and Labor developed over the type of services to be rendered.  In August, 2000, 
Commissioner of Administration Drennen directed Labor to contract with Women’s 
Services for training services at the prior funding level.  Mr. Drennen’s directive was the 
basis on which Labor reimbursed Women’s Services for the full period of the contract.   
 
Mr. Drennen stated that his decision to direct Labor to contract with Women’s Services 
was made because Women’s Services’ prior performance with similar training programs 
had been outstanding and he felt that it would be best for Labor to contract with 
Women’s Services rather than layoff approximately 30 employees. 
 
In response to Mr. Drennen’s directive, Garey Forster, Secretary of Labor, gave 
Women’s Services two options.  The first option would allow Women’s Services to 
assign staff members to local area One-Stops and provide core and intensive services to 
displaced homemakers.  The second option restricted Women’s Services to provide only 
training services followed by job placement to displaced homemakers.  Labor officials 
were concerned that conflicts of interests could arise if Women’s Services provided all 
three types of services. They were also concerned about duplication of efforts with the 
One-Stops.  
 
Women’s Services chose to provide training services and job placement for those trained.  
Mr. Forster’s response letter to Mr. Drennen dated Sept. 9, 2000, warns that as a training 
provider Women’s Services scope of services and eligible population of participants 
would be limited.   
 
Women’s Services initially applied for $1.7 million and the amount finally approved in 
the contract was $1.3 million.  The contract was not approved by Women’s Services until 
Nov. 20, 2000, and by Labor on Dec. 8, 2000.  Women’s Services received $1.1 million 
for reimbursement of expenditures for the displaced homemakers program.   
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The following chart shows the number of eligible participants trained and the number of 
job placements by area under the displaced homemakers program. 
      
 Number of  Number of 
Area Training Service Provided Participants Job Placements 
 
Shreveport Computer and Clerical 3 2 
Lafayette Computer and Clerical 6 6 
Baton Rouge  Computer and Clerical 7 2 
Baton Rouge  Non-Traditional  2 2 
New Orleans  Non-Traditional  5 1 
Alexandria Non-Traditional  0 0 
Lake Charles Non-Traditional  0 0 
Total  23 13 
 
The low number of participants resulted in a cost of more than $48,000 per person trained 
or a cost of more than $85,500 per job placement.  
 
 

Lake Charles Office 
 
 
  
 
In the case of the Women’s Services office in Lake Charles, four employees were 
assigned and charged to the WIA displaced homemakers program from the beginning of 
fiscal year 2001.  However, no training services called for under the program were 
provided. 
 
The four employees were paid from general funds of Women’s Services during the five -
month period July 1, through Dec. 8, 2000, before the contract was signed.  These general 
fund monies were reimbursed from the WIA funds. 
  
A memorandum of understanding was executed between the Lake Charles office and the 
Calcasieu Parish Office of Community Services, Lake Charles Workforce Center, a One-
Stop operator.  The Lake Charles office used the memorandum to recruit program 
participants for job placement.  However, recruitment was not included in the contract 
between Labor and Women’s Services.  In addition, only job placement of women 
trained by Women’s Services is included in the contract. 
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The Women’s Services office in Lake Charles recruited eight individuals for job 
placement during February and March, 2001.  However, these recruits were not displaced 
homemakers, and therefore, Women’s Services was not eligible for reimbursement for 
these costs under the contract with Labor. 
 
Ms. Clay said she was advised by Labor that each One-Stop operated differently and 
could dictate what type of service Women’s Services could provide.  The contract does 
not provide for this.  When Women’s Services made inquiries to determine if other area 
offices could do as Lake Charles had done, Labor halted the practice. 
 
Due to the lengthy negotiations with Labor over the type services Women’s Services 
could provide under the contract and the choice of Women’s Services to only provide 
training and related job placement, Ms. Clay should have known that the Lake Charles 
office was not eligible for reimbursement under the contract for the 8 individuals who 
were not displaced homemakers. 
 
 

Individual Training Accounts 
 
 
 
 
The contract permitted Women’s Services to conduct training under another program 
called Individual Training Accounts.  Women’s Services was required to account for the 
costs of the ITA program and deduct those costs from the amount to be reimbursed for 
the displaced homemakers program.   
 
The cost of the ITA program was to be funded by tuition payments from the One-Stops.  
Women’s Services and the One-Stops agreed to a tuition payment of $2,400 per person.   
 
Women’s Services failed to develop a cost allocation for the ITA program and settled 
with Labor on the tuition amounts to cover the amount to be deducted from the displaced 
homemakers program reimbursements.  
 
Women’s Services received $132,000 from local One-Stops for tuition to train 57 adult 
and dislocated workers.  The payment rate was $2,400 for each trainee who completed 
the course and $800 each for three who dropped from the program. 
 
Ms. Clay, and the program manager, Sheila Montgomery, stated that they did not get 
clear direction from Labor on how to handle the funds for the individual training  
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accounts.  Ms. Montgomery said the agency did not receive any technical support and she 
did not know when or how to account for the funds. 
 
Sujuan Boutte, assistant secretary of Labor, said Labor did not feel it had to hold their 
hand. 
 
Even though an analyst with Labor issued a report in May, 2001, recommending that 
funds be deducted on a monthly basis, the money was kept another five months. 
Women’s Services received $1,243,765 from Labor for reimbursements on the WIA 
displaced homemakers program.  Women’s Services did not reduce reimbursements for 
the $132,000 of tuition received and did not refund the money to Labor until Nov. 16, 
2001, after the Performance Review Subcommittee of the Joint Legislative Committee on 
the Budget began to question Women’s Services. 
 
 

Original Budget 
 
 
 
 
Women’s Services prepared a $1.3 million budget for 12 months for inclusion in the 
contract with Labor outlining the anticipated costs.  However, the budget does not appear 
to have any relationship to actual expenditures.  
 
The relationship between the budget and actual expenditures is skewed somewhat by the 
three-month extension of the contract period because no additional funding was 
authorized.  This alone does not account for the disparity between the contract budget and 
expenditures on a detailed level.  
 
For example, Women’s Services already rented space and, therefore should have been 
able to reasonably estimate rent costs over the 12-month period.  For rent, the budget 
listed $155,396, which is $12,950 a month.  The actual rent paid was $246,414, which is 
$16,427 a month for the entire 15 months.  The additional three months did not account 
for the variation between the budget and actual. 
 
Salaries and benefits were budgeted at $885,733 for the 12-month contract period and 
actual expenditures were $876,763 for the 15-month period.  During the 12-month 
period, $692,449 was spent on salaries and benefits. 
 
Women’s Services was able to cover the differences by surplus from other budget 
categories.  The budget called for $40,000 to be spent on equipment, but nothing was  
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spent.  Automobile maintenance was budgeted at $20,000, but only $300 was spent.  As a 
consequence of the dismal participation, a $158,883 item to provide support services for 
trainees had only $13,470 spent, leaving $145,413. 
 
The non-spending is not being criticized in the report.  Confusion over the budget is 
being cited.  
 
Total expenditures for the displaced homemakers and ITA programs for the 15-month 
period by Women’s Services were $1,243,765.  The extra three months added $260,661 
to the costs of the programs. 
 
Women’s Services failed to separately account for costs of the displaced homemakers 
and ITA programs.  Accordingly the number of employees cannot be determined for each 
program.  The number of employees paid varied from a high of 29 to a low of 23.    
 
The average number of employees for both programs for the term of the contract totaled 
26.  By combining the total participants of each program (23 + 57) and dividing by the 26 
employees,  on the average each employee served 3.1 participants for the contract period 
of 15-months.  
 
 

Performance Standards 
 
 
 
 
State agencies are required to develop performance standards and indicators depicting the 
measure of success for their operations, subject to oversight by the Office of Planning 
and Budget.  These are prepared long prior to submission to the Legislature during the 
budget process.  These standards and indicators may not be valid if conditions, programs, 
funding, etc. change prior to or during the year of operation, as occurred in the case of 
Women’s Services. 
 
Women’s Services developed performance goals in November, 1999, showing it 
expected to enroll 472 participants in the training program and place 377 of those in jobs 
during the one-year period beginning July 1, 2000.  However, these performance goals 
were based on a prior contract for services under the Job Training Partnership Act and 
not WIA.  
 
Because of the significant differences in organization and services between the Job 
Training Partnership Act and WIA, and the reduced population of eligible participants  
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under the Labor contract, Women’s Service had no reasonable expectations of meeting its 
performance goals. 
 
Ms. Clay did not try to change the performance goals with the Budget Office.  However, 
she did report the differences with the performance goals on reports to the Budget office.  
Ms. Clay stated she was unaware that she could amend the performance goals without 
losing any of the funding for the program, which she did not want to lose. 
 
 

Contract Changes 
 
 
 
 
The Department of Labor expressed concerns about the lack of participants in the 
displaced homemakers program at a meeting with Women’s Services in March, 2001, 
according to Ms. Boutte, assistant secretary of Labor.  She said that Labor offered to 
amend the contract, which would expand the scope of services, and locate program 
workers at the One-Stop operations to serve as an advocate and clearinghouse for 
materials and other resources.  These actions, Ms. Boutte stated, would have dramatically 
increased the participation population. 
 
Ms. Clay acknowledges that Labor offered to modify the contract but stated that she was 
not given any information on what the modification would be.  She said she did not take 
up the proposal because the program had started receiving participants, and still had a 
chance to meet its performance predictions.  What Labor offered in this modification was 
not offered in the original 2 options given to Women’s Services.   
 
In addition, the contract could have been modified to allow Women’s Services to train 
incumbent workers who were also displaced homemakers.  Incumbent workers are 
persons who are employed but do not necessarily have to meet the eligibility 
requirements for intensive and training services as adults and dislocated workers under 
WIA.  Neither Labor nor Women’s Services pursued this option.   
 
Employers who qualify for their employees to receive training from Labor’s Incumbent 
Worker Training program may choose a provider from the list of eligible training 
providers at local One-Stops, and could have sent their incumbent workers who were also 
displaced homemakers to Women’s Services for training.  This would have been a 
limited segment of the work force, but nonetheless this option was available for 
consideration. 
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National Level 
 
 
 
 
The displaced homemakers program is a small part of the overall Workforce Investment 
Act, for which hundreds of millions of dollars are being spent nationally.  Because of the 
wide variation in types of programs from state to state, there is no way to compare the 
Louisiana program performance to those in other states. 
 
Throughout the United States, costs per participant in the WIA program for fiscal year 
2001 varied considerably.  Nine states including Louisiana were contacted regarding 
WIA funding.  WIA funds received by these states ranged from $5 million in North 
Dakota to $220 million in Texas.  
 
Louisiana received $66.6 million for the WIA program, which included the approximate 
$1.1 million for Women’s Services’ displaced homemakers program.   
 
 
State WIA $$ Participants WIA $$/Participant 
 
North Dakota $5.0 million 900 $5,555 
Wyoming $9.6 million 1,500 $6,400 
Montana $10.0 million 2,500 $4,000 
Utah $11.0 million 6,000 $1,833 
Colorado  $11.0 million 5,500 $2,000 
Oklahoma $24.0 million 10,000 $2,400 
Arkansas  $32.8 million 18,901 $1,735 
Texas $220.0 million 76,729 $2,790 
Louisiana  $66.6 million 10,544 $6,316 
  
As the table above shows, the number of participants and the amount spent per 
participant varied considerably from state to state.  For example, in Wyoming $9.6 
million was spent to provide services to about 1,500 clients, or about $6,400 per client.  
In Arkansas, $32.8 million was spent to provide services to 18,901 clients, or about 
$1,735 per client. 
 
In five states, North Dakota, Wyoming, Montana, Utah and Colorado, all WIA funds 
were disbursed by the state’s primary job service agency to local entities or “One-Stops.”  
In four states, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Arkansas and Texas, some WIA money was passed 
from the primary state agency to at least one other state agency for spending.   
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For example, in Oklahoma, $600,000 was passed from the primary agency, the 
Employment Security Commission, to the Department of Corrections, where it was used 
to provide vocational training to several hundred inmates.  In Arkansas, about $3 million 
was passed from the Employment Security Office to the Governor’s Dislocated Worker 
Taskforce, which served as a rapid response service and workshop provider for dislocated 
workers.  Some 12,813 clients received referral and resource information through this 
secondary agency.  
 
Two states, Utah and Colorado, used secondary state agencies to assist in the delivery of 
services to clients, but no WIA funds were directly provided to the secondary agencies 
for their own training programs.  
 
Although the manner of disbursement of WIA funds and the amount spent per participant 
varied, all nine states met the performance standards necessary to continue receiving 
WIA funding. 
 
 

Low Participation Factors 
 
 
 
 
There are a number of factors contributing to the low participation in the training 
program offered by Women’s Services. 
 
Nationwide, participation in training programs under WIA during fiscal year 2001 was 
low. 
 
According to an October, 2001, Workforce Investment Act report from the U.S. General 
Accounting Office, training providers nationwide received relatively few training 
referrals between July, 2000 and July, 2001.  From nine One-Stops reviewed, an average 
of six indivi duals had been sent to training providers.  Two One-Stops encompassing nine 
counties did not send anyone to training until March, 2001.  The following were noted 
reasons for the low training referrals: 
 

• One-Stops encouraged participants to seek jobs first before entering training 
programs. 

• Employers were more interested in employing rather than in waiting for training to 
take place. 
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• A fear by One-Stop operators that since funding is tied to performance, they might 
lose funds if referrals to training failed to complete the program.  

 
In addition to the national trend of low participation, the number of participants in the 
Women’s Services contract with Labor was also affected by the following: 
 

1. Women’s Services failed to recognize changes required by WIA as of July 1, 
2000. 

• On Aug. 7, 1998, the Workforce Investment Act was signed into law.  In 
September of the same year, the United States Department of Labor issued 
a publication, which highlighted the major features of the new legislation.  
It was intended to “give state and local elected officials, program designers 
and operators, and the public quick information about the structure, 
funding, and target population groups to be served.”  

This publication was put in the public domain for all states to use.  The 
publication clearly states that 95% of states are building One-Stop centers.  
The publication further states, “Each local area will establish a “One-Stop” 
delivery system through which core services are provided and through 
which access is provided to other employment and training services funded 
under the Act and other Federal programs.” 

• Under the Job Training Partnership Act, the prior federal jobs program, 
Women’s Services was allowed to recruit participants for its training 
programs.  Under the new WIA program, Women’s Services could not 
recruit participants for its training programs.  Clients were only available 
through the One-Stops, which dramatically reduced participation in the 
training program. 

• The information on changes to the program was available since September, 
1998, which was 22 months before the effective date of the act in July, 
2000 and 14 months before Women’s Services performance goals were 
developed. 

• It was not until Dec. 6, 1999, that a consultant was hired to evaluate the 
effect of WIA on Women’s Services’ programs, and develop a proposal for 
contracting with Labor, 16 months after WIA was enacted.  In May, 2000, 
Women’s Services submitted the proposal to Labor for funds available 
through WIA.  Furthermore, the proposal failed to take into consideration 
significant changes called for by the new Act. The most significant was a  



Office of Women’s Services 
Page 13 
 

failure to take into consideration the requirement for recruiting clients 
through local One-Stops. 

2. Although Women’s Services submitted its proposal to Labor in May, 2000, it 
was not until Aug. 4, 2000, that Labor informed the agency it could not 
provide both the training services, and the core and intensive services as 
sought. 

3. Women’s Services failed to recognize that training only displaced homemakers 
would limit the number of eligible participants under the Labor contract.  

4. Three of the seven local One-Stops did not begin serving participants until 
December, 2000, or later, a full six months after the effective date of the 
contract between Labor and Women’s Services.  

5. WIA allowed participants to name their training providers.  Participants could 
choose a training provider other than Women’s Services. 

 
    

Fiscal Year 2002 Contract Services 
 
 
 
 
For fiscal year 2002, Labor entered into a substantially broadened $1,285,440 contract 
with Women’s Services for the nine-month period beginning Oct. 1, 2001 and ending 
June 30, 2002.  However, Women’s Services is not meeting the requirements of the 
contract.  
  
Labor approved the fiscal year 2002 reimbursement contract on Oct. 2, 2001, after 
approval from Women’s Services on Sept. 21, 2001, picking up where the previous 
contract ended.  Changes from the previous contract are as follows: 
 

• Individual Training Accounts are not included in the contract.  

• As a core service, employees of Women’s Services will co-house staff at the One-
Stops and serve as a clearinghouse of materials and other resources for displaced 
homemakers and other women seeking self-sufficiency. 

• As a core service, Women’s Services will provide life skills workshops and/or 
seminars to displaced homemakers and other women seeking self-sufficiency.  A 
minimum of 750 individuals is to be served. 

•  
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• As an intensive service, the agency will provide short-term (less than 40 hours) 
computer training to displaced homemakers and other women seeking self-
sufficiency.  A minimum of 200 participants is to be served. 

• As a training service, Women’s Services will provide a 12-week non-traditional 
training program to displaced homemakers and other women seeking self-
sufficiency.  A minimum of 60 participants is to be served. 

• As a training service, in areas where Women’s Services is not located it will train 
One-Stop staff in the skills required to deliver seminars and/or workshops 
developed by Women’s Services under WIA.   A minimum of 20 training sessions 
for staff is to be conducted. 

 
The following is the number of services provided as of Jan. 11, 2002 compared to what it 
should have provided as of the three-month period ending Dec. 31, 2001 and the 
additional amount needed by the end of the contract year: 
 
 
 Services Should Have  Additional  
 Provided At  Provided By Needed By 
Type of Service Jan. 11, 2002 Dec. 31, 2001 June 30, 2002 
     
Life Skills Workshop Participants 103 250 647 
Computer Module Training Enrollments 18 67 182 
Non-Traditional Training Enrollments 11 20 49 
One-Stop Staff Training Sessions 0 7 20 
 
 
Sheila Montgomery, program manager for Women’s Services, stated that participation in 
Life Skills workshops is low due to confusion over the logistics of handling the program, 
but that has since been cleared up. 
 
A total of 162 workshops have been scheduled since Jan. 11, 2002 at the seven Women’s 
Services’ offices throughout the state.  Ms. Montgomery stated that each of the seven 
offices must have at least 107 participants at the fiscal year end in order for Women’s 
Services to achieve its goal.    A total of 41 staff training sessions have also been 
scheduled. 
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Performance Goals 
 
 
 
 
Aside from the requirements set forth in the contract between Women’s Services and the 
Department of Labor, the Legislature set forth performance goals in both the 2001 and 
2002 general appropriations act. 
 
The performance goals in the appropriations act for each of the years are substantially 
different.  
 
Whereas the contract for 2001 separated the displaced homemakers program from the 
Individual Training Accounts program, the performance goals of the appropriations act 
combined the two. These appropriation act  goals and performance were: 
 

• 200 persons to enroll in the non-traditional training segment.  However, only 17 
enrolled. 

 
• 160 persons to obtain employment in the non-traditional training segment.  Only 4 

were employed.  
 

• 272 persons to be enrolled in the computer/clerical program. Only 42 were 
enrolled. 

 
• 271 persons to be employed after the computer/clerical program was completed. 

Only 7 were employed.  
 

For fiscal year 2002, the performance goals in the appropriations act were based on a 
percentage factor rather than on specific number of persons.  Applying the percentage 
factor for the first half of the year gives an appearance the program is doing well.  
However, in contrast the performance for the 2002 contract requirements give a far 
different picture. The appropriations act goals and percentage performance for the 
program for the first half of the year are the following: 
 

• 72 percent of those persons completing training were expected to enter 
employment for the year.  For the first six months, Women’s Services reported the 
percentage was 34 percent.  The percentage was actually 78 percent.  The number 
of people placed the first  six months of the year is 47. 
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• The follow up retention rate for the year was projected at 85 percent.  But for the 
first six months, Women’s Services is ahead of its percentage goal at 89 percent. 
Follow ups have been made on 16 of 18 persons for the first half.  

 
• Earnings replacement rate completed at follow up for training graduates 97 

percent.  At the halfway mark, no tracking was made of this category. 
 
• Participant satisfaction rate was expected to be 68 percent.  At the halfway mark 

the number was 86.5 percent.   48 clients were surveyed. 
 
The Office of Women’s Services demonstrated improvement when a comparison of 
certain units of services for fiscal year 2001 and the first half of 2002 are examined.  The 
data shows the following:  
 
     2001  2002 (first half of year) 
 Training  Enrollment 59  50 

Training Completed  30  41  
 Employed prior to  

training completed    0   3 
 Employed after 

completing training  11  47   
 
Conclusions: 
 
 

1. Women’s Services only trained 23 eligible displaced homemakers under 
the Labor contract resulting in a cost of $48,000 per person trained. 

2. Since job placement is the fundamental objective of the program, it is 
noteworthy that Women’s Services placed only 13 eligible trainees under 
the Labor contract in jobs, resulting in a cost of $85,500 per placement. 

3. Women’s Services failed to take into account significant changes required 
by the Workforce Investment Act.  These failures included the following: 

• The required use of One-Stops reduced the types of services that the 
agency could provide as a stand alone provider. 

• The number of eligible participants for Women’s Services training 
would be severely reduced. 
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4. Women’s Services was ill prepared to successfully complete the Labor 
contract for fiscal year 2001.  This is illustrated by the following: 

 
• Contract funds were expended on ineligible persons. 

• The contract budget was not based on contract requirements. 

• Performance goals were inappropriate for the contract because they 
were based on historical data from the Job Training Partnership Act. 

 
5. Women’s Services failed to timely process reimbursement reductions of 

WIA expenditures for tuition receipts from One-Stops. 

6. It is highly questionable whether Women’s Services will meet the service 
requirements under its current fiscal year 2002 contract with Labor. 

7. Women’s Services performance goals related to fiscal year 2002 contract 
with Labor in the general appropriations bill are significantly different from 
the scope of services and performance measures of the Labor contract.  

 
 
Recommendations: 
 
 

1. Program costs should be adjusted to match program services. 

2. Women’s Services should reevaluate its performance goals on a continuing 
basis, utilizing realistic expectations. 

3. Women’s Services should monitor its performance on a continuing basis 
and take actions to meet or change its goals. 

 
 
Management Response: 
 
 
A response from Women’s Services is attached. 
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