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Executive Summary

This report includes findings from a 2-year implementation study of the Urban Employment
Demonstration Grants for Youth and Young Adults, funded by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL), Chief
Evaluation Office (CEO) In 2015, DOL’s Employment and Training Administration (ETA) awarded seven
urban cities with 2-year grants to develop projects to address the workforce needs of disconnected
youth and young adults (ages 16—-29) in U.S. cities and communities experiencing high unemployment,
crime, and poverty rates, and low high school graduation rates: Baltimore, MD (S5 million); Camden, NJ
(51.99 million); Detroit, Ml (S5 million); Houston, TX ($1.74 million); Long Beach, CA (S2 million); North
Charleston, SC ($1.6 million); and St. Louis, MO (S5 million). There was no uniform program model for
sites to implement or test—grantees were given considerable autonomy in building the elements to be
incorporated into their programs. The focus of the project was to provide an opportunity for innovation
using the grant funds to enhance existing activities or develop new programs to improve workforce
development services for disconnected youth with notable barriers. Communities identified their own
plans and strategies on which to focus. No site implemented the same model for their program,
although many of the same types of services were offered. Sites also had opportunities to develop
approaches that were more tailored to the experiences and contextual barriers encountered by youth in
their specific communities. The grant provided the opportunity for sites to develop program models and
incorporate new services, or test additional ways of providing services to disconnected youth
populations. Most sites developed program models that supported services beyond what typical WIOA
programs are able to offer.

In October 2015, DOL’s CEO contracted with 2M Research Services, LLC (2M) to conduct an
implementation evaluation of the seven Urban Employment Demonstration Grants for Youth and Young
Adults to document how the programs were implemented, perceived challenges and successes, and
emerging lessons. The implementation evaluation explored how each site utilized the grant to develop a
program model and execute their respective programs providing workforce development services to
disconnected youth. The specific research objectives of the implementation evaluation were to

1. evaluate the extent to which each of the seven sites was able to develop urban youth
employment projects in accordance with their proposed plans, and/or adjust their plans;

2. identify emerging practices and lessons learned from initial plans through full-scale
implementation;

3. assess how issues of structure, the environment, partnerships, resources, organization, and
programmatic interventions—including outreach, recruitment, engagement, specialized
training, mentoring, job training, job placement, and job retention services—affected
implementation and initial outcomes at the seven sites; and

4. determine the extent to which the sites were successfully recruiting and enrolling the
participants who were most in need, based on the identified target populations, and identify the
short-term outcomes of the sites’ projects.
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This evaluation examined the processes of implementing the demonstration programs over a period of
approximately 12 months, from January 2016 to January 2017." The implementation evaluation utilized
a series of site visits, semi-structured conversations with the programs’ principal leaders, and
observations, along with limited quantitative data provided by programs on enrollment and job
placement data to develop the study’s key findings, a summary of which is presented below.

Summary of Key Findings from the Implementation Evaluation of the Urban Youth
Demonstration Grants

Models for Program Implementation

Six of the seven sites created programs that deviated significantly from standard WIOA programs by
building new models for providing workforce development services, and by adding elements and
services not typically available to disconnected youth. These sites used the grant to pilot alternative
approaches with the goal of enhancing the range of services and service provision networks. In these six
sites, program implementers tested program models that rearranged the order of services to
disconnected youth or young adults, or introduced new service models for disconnected youth. Some
new program models included offering services within prisons before, and immediately after, release
(Detroit); allowing participants to “shop” for only the services they want (Long Beach); and establishing
a citywide integrated network of providers (Baltimore). Sites also used the grant to develop program
components tailored to the specific economic and social context of disconnected youth in their
respective cities. These components included cognitive behavioral change program and/or resiliency
building activities, mentoring services, stipends, and tailored program recruitment approaches.

Partnerships Developed for Program Implementation

Most of the core partners for program implementation in these communities came from preexisting
relationships. Programs leveraged these prior partnerships to implement most of the core services
offered by their programs. However, some communities did develop new partnerships for implementing
the full range of services offered by the grant. Most new partnership development activities focused
primarily on supplementing or obtaining additional supportive services, or wraparound services not
covered by the grant funds. Six of the seven sites developed new partnerships for supportive services,
including occupational skills training, legal aid, child support services, adult education, mental health
services, and cognitive restructuring. Four sites developed new partnerships for additional wraparound
services not supplied by the grant, while three sites developed new partnerships with community
organizations that provided services, including life/employment skills, mentoring and antiviolence
programming, clothing, entrepreneurship, and support in program recruitment.

Program Services Offered

All sites” models offered program services which included a mix of soft skills and supportive services,
adult education services, and occupational training, with soft skills building and resume assistance.
Services or processes that were added with grant funding included provision of support services,
including assistance with food, shelter, clothing; mental health services; legal aid; transportation,
intensive case management; establishment of neighborhood-based community centers; mentoring; and

! At the time of this report, almost all sites had received an additional 6 months to 1 year to complete implementation of the
grant programs; this additional period of implementation is not included in this report.
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additional efforts to integrate workforce development services, adult education, and case
management/supportive service provision.

Recruitment, Retention, and Engagement of Disconnected Youth

All seven sites perceived recruitment and engagement of disconnected youth as a challenge for their
programs. Every program made modifications to their initial recruitment approaches. Case management
staff reported that the simultaneous use of multiple strategies for recruiting, engaging, and retaining
youth was more helpful to achieving their target goals. According to program implementers, approaches
tested by sites with some success included utilizing community members and/or community-based
organizations with knowledge of the local neighborhoods and credibility with disconnected youth as
recruiters for the program, and developing a youth-based community center as an intake and workforce
development program location.?

Development of Employment Partnerships and Opportunities for Program Participants

Though program implementers used a variety of approaches to engage or develop relationships with
employers, across all sites, they described this as one of the most challenging areas of implementation.
All sites developed some new employer relationships to support hiring disconnected youth candidates,
but sites also leveraged preexisting relationships. Sites that seemed to have more success placing
participants in jobs described the significant time (6 months up to 1 year in advance) invested in
developing employer relationships and mutually beneficial agreements in targeted industry sectors.
Four sites developed alternative strategies which seemed to better enable them to develop and utilize
employer relationships that supported full-time employment for disconnected youth, while balancing
the challenges of local economic environments, including use of targeted, industry-sector career fairs
developed for immediate and on-the-spot hiring/employment with employer partners; using
occupational providers’ industry-sector relationships to leverage employer partnerships and access jobs;
and positioning the program as a reliable labor exchange-human resources partner for employers (with
conditional employment agreements). Sites also developed strategies for addressing criminal
background issues of participants, including expungement support. One site used an alternative two-
stage, job interview approach to support youth with criminal backgrounds to obtain jobs.

Training and Employment Program Outcomes to Date

Each site provided very limited data on their progress in some key areas over the course of
implementation, including enrollment, matriculation to an occupational training program, and retention
in a job for at least 60 days. In terms of job placement, the data suggest that most programs have had
limited successes in placing individuals who remained in jobs by the 60-day mark, as only one of the
sites had a retention rate of above 50 percent. However, three sites had a 60-day retention rate of 40
percent or higher. Program implementers were able to cultivate employer relationships that resulted in
jobs for youth/young adult candidates in the manufacturing; construction (including solar and green
fields); lead remediation; skilled trades; and healthcare sectors.

> These community centers were generally adapted spaces not previously utilized for youth workforce services; i.e., no grantee
site built a new building for this grant, but found formerly occupied spaces and created a new hub of workforce services for
youth in local neighborhoods.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Understanding Disconnected Youth

In the aftermath of the Great Recession (2007—2009), youth unemployment in the United States
reached its highest level since the Second World War. Only about half of young people aged 16 to 24
held jobs in 2013, and recent estimates suggest that about 1 in 5 people in this age range—6.7 million
people—were neither working nor in school.? Referred to as disconnected youth, these youth have
typically never worked, and are not in school or pursuing post-secondary education. These disconnected
youth, ranging in age between 16 and 24, typically lack the educational credentials, social skills, and
social networks that can help them pursue meaningful careers—full-time employment in a career field
with potential for living wage and advancement. They are also increasingly subject to structural changes
in the labor market. Employment rates are especially low for young people without high school
diplomas. Among young people who were not enrolled in school and did not have high school diplomas
or GED certificates, approximately 40 percent were employed in October 2013. High rates of youth
unemployment are a concern, given that experiencing problems in the labor market early on can have
lasting effects.” Long-rooted sources of structural disadvantages in the U.S. economy, combined with
institutional racism, have also had significant impacts on the employment prospects of youth,
particularly for low-income minority youth. While recent data indicate that unemployment for young
people between the ages of 16 and 24 is roughly twice the national rate, at 9.6 percent, African
American youth had an even higher unemployment rate of 20.6 percent in July 2016.° Despite these
circumstances, the economic and social potential of these youth, also referred to as “opportunity
youth,” is a valuable resource to their local communities and the U.S. economy more generally.

In addition to lack of education and employment history, the disconnected youth population can be
discussed in terms of the skill deficits and barriers to education and employment they experience.
Overall, a lack of basic numeracy or literacy skills serves to hinder persistently disconnected youth in
acquiring further education or skills training that may be necessary for employment, as they do not have
the base knowledge on which to build. This is a significant barrier, as it is predicted that by 2018, 29
percent of jobs will require some type of secondary education or credential, excluding a college degree
(e.g., some college with no degree, an associate’s degree, or other training).’” Disconnected youth not
only lack other forms of human capital, such as the soft skills needed for employability, but also the
social networks that provide informal access to job sampling, career experiences, and employment
opportunities in the mainstream economy.® Persistently disconnected youth also face additional barriers
besides low educational attainment, including extreme poverty, family instability, homelessness,

3 Hossain, F., & Bloom, D. (2015). Toward a better future. New York: MDRC.

* Disconnected youth are typically described by the field and literature as being between 16 and 24: however, this project
targeted youth that were slightly older, 16-29 years of age.

®> Neumark, D. (2002). How living wage laws affect low-wage workers and low-income families. San Francisco: Public Policy
Institute of California. Retrieved from http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/report/R_302DNR.pdf

® Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2017). Employment and unemployment among youth — Summer 2017. [News release]. Retrieved
from https://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/youth.pdf

’ Carnevale, A. P., Smith, N., & Strohl, J. (2010). Help wanted: Projections of jobs and education requirements through 2018.
Retrieved from https://cew.georgetown.edu/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/fullreport.pdf

8 Wright, V. R., Chau, M., Aratani, Y., Wile Schwarz, S., & Thampi, K. (2010). A profile of disconnected young adults in 2010.
National Center for Children in Poverty. Retrieved from http://www.nccp.org/publications/pdf/text 979.pdf
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substance abuse or mental health issues, and lack of access to critical resources such as transportation.
Without connections to school, jobs, and supportive systems, disconnected youth are at risk to become
more economically isolated and subject to intergenerational poverty, crime, and violence.

The Impact of Declining Opportunities in Urban Cities on Disconnected Youth

Many urban areas present additional circumstances that further exacerbate the challenges faced by
disconnected youth. Perhaps the most significant factor impacting the employability and labor force
participation of disconnected youth, especially low-income minority youth, is the degree of
deindustrialization and abandonment of urban cities throughout the United States. Over the last several
decades, urban neighborhoods throughout the United States have experienced several economic,
political, and cultural changes that have restructured the kinds of jobs available to residents. Due to
economic restructuring, deindustrialization, downsizing, out-migration of the White middle class, and
discriminatory policies which started in the 1970s, urban cities in America, particularly those on the East
Coast and in the Rust Belt of the Midwest, experienced rapid decline. By the 1970s, growth in blue-collar
factory, transportation, and construction jobs (typically held by men) declined as the jobs in these
sectors moved to the suburbs or abroad, and the economy experienced a rapid expansion in the fields of
technology and specialized service jobs; these positions often required a college education or specialized
training. For example, in 1970, 34.4 percent of all jobs in the United States were in the manufacturing
sector, and this sector was the largest employer of all working individuals. By 2010, only 9.8 percent of
jobs were in manufacturing, and retail and food services had become the largest industry sectors
employing individuals. Consequently, cities whose economies had been built on manufacturing were
devastated by this shift in the economy. Manufacturing employed 41.0 percent of Detroit’s workers in
1970, but only 11.3 percent in 2010. In Baltimore, manufacturing, which employed 28.6 percent workers
in 1970, has virtually disappeared, employing only 4.7 percent in 2010.°

According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, more than 13.9 million Americans
live in neighborhoods of concentrated poverty (defined as an area where the poverty rate is 30 percent
or higher); 1 in 4 poor residents live in a distressed neighborhood in an urban inner city. *° The effects of
living in high-poverty communities are far-reaching and generational. These circumstances translate into
significant barriers for disconnected youth, especially minority youth, who find themselves residing in
neighborhoods with little infrastructure to support local businesses and with extremely limited access to
resources needed for full-time employment in a career field with the potential for living wage and
advancement.

Disconnected youth in urban areas may also face significant barriers due to the level of violence they
experience in their neighborhoods, violence which may be caused in part by limited economic
opportunities. The out-migration of jobs, coupled with increasingly weakened institutional structures

? United States Census Bureau. (n.d.). County Business Patterns, 1970-2010. Retrieved from
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/cbp/data.html

1% United States Census Bureau. (n.d.). Census Bureau 2007-2011 American Community Survey, 5 year estimates. Retrieved
from: https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/data.htmi
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supporting urban neighborhoods, may exacerbate conditions where youth and their communities are
subjected to ongoing cycles of related crime and violence.™

The Urban Employment Demonstration Grants for Youth and Young Adults

To address the workforce needs and to improve employment outcomes for disconnected youth and
young adults (ages 16—29), DOL’s ETA awarded the Urban Employment Demonstration Grants for Youth
and Young Adults to seven urban cities: Baltimore, MD (55 million); Camden, NJ ($1.99 million); Detroit,
MI (S5 million); Houston, TX ($1.74 million); Long Beach, CA ($2 million); North Charleston, SC ($1.6
million); and St. Louis, MO (S5 million), with a focus on developing emerging practices. The grants were
established for an initial 2-year period; at the time of this report, six of seven sites had received an
additional 6 months to 1 year to complete implementation of the grant programs. Grantees were
identified based on participation in at least one federal place-based initiative that identified them as an
area of compelling need (e.g., Promise Zone and Strong Cities, Strong Communities).

Exhibit 1. Sites Selected for the Urban Youth Demonstration Grants Implementation Evaluation

Site Program

Baltimore, MD One Baltimore for Jobs

Camden, NJ Camden Corps Plus

Detroit, Ml DESC One-Stop and Summer Youth Programs

Houston, TX Young Aspiring Professionals

Long Beach, CA White House Long Beach Scholars Program/Youth Demonstration Project
North Charleston, SC Education 2 Employment

St. Louis, MO Career Pathways Bridge

This 2015 project provided funds to grantees to develop innovative approaches to addressing the
workforce needs and to improve employment outcomes for individuals, particularly disconnected youth
and young adults ages 16-29, in cities experiencing high unemployment, crime, and poverty rates and
low high school graduation rates. The demonstration grants were used to enhance existing activities to
improve social outcomes, sustainability, and livability in these areas.

Funding for the urban youth employment demonstration grant programs was awarded to the selected
states’ Departments of Labor. These selected states then awarded funding to local-level grantees in the
awardee cities. Local grantees worked closely with their state liaisons to develop and implement the
grant programs. Each site had the same initial period for implementation: September 2015 to
September 2017. With only a 2-year implementation window, programs had to begin almost
immediately, with no uniform planning period for sites; therefore, grantees were given considerable
autonomy in building the elements to be incorporated into their programs, and were not restricted by
standard Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) regulations. The sites were not restricted in
any way from utilizing preexisting models of service provision for disconnected youth populations.
Grantees identified their own plans and strategies on which to focus, but may have included models or

1 Anderson, E. (1999). Code of the street: Decency, violence, and the moral life of the inner city. New York, NY: WW. Norton &
Company.
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approaches that have been evaluated in prior studies which showed promise, such as innovative
outreach strategies, comprehensive summer jobs models, year-round employment models, career
preparation and career education, work experience, career academies, and comprehensive and
integrated skill development. It is important to note that there was no uniform program model for sites
to implement or test; rather, the focus of the project was to provide an opportunity to use the grant
funds for innovation in service provision to disconnected youth. However, there were some common
underlying assumptions for the programs. All sites included existing community-based activities for
education and skills development, targeting areas of compelling need. Programs were developed to
leverage a range of partnerships (preexisting and new) with the goal of drawing on the compounding
effect of cooperative arrangements and focusing resources in targeted locations. Additionally, each
grantee developed a program which targeted industry sectors and occupations identified as growth
areas, developing services and training to support specific well-defined career pathways for youth. All
sites developed full-time employment in targeted sectors, with jobs meeting a baseline wage goal of at
least $9 per hour. Sites also intended to develop program components and processes to respond to the
specific local socioeconomic and environmental context of disconnected youth in each city.

As such, the demonstration grants, referred to from this point on in this report as “programs,” were
operated by organizations with different management structures and resources, and in different local
contexts. Across the sites, the characteristics of participants also varied to some extent as well.
Programs had different lengths, offered various levels of follow-up services, and reflected both the local
youth culture and socioeconomic context of each city differently. These programs were unique in that
none of the sites used or developed the same program model for service provision.

Implementation Evaluation of the Urban Employment Demonstration Grants for Youth and
Young Adults

This report discusses the findings of the implementation evaluation of the Urban Employment
Demonstration Grants for Youth and Young Adults. The implementation evaluation explored how each
site utilized the grant to develop a program model and execute their respective programs providing
workforce development services to disconnected youth. The specific research objectives of the
implementation evaluation were to

1. evaluate the extent to which each of the seven sites was able to develop urban youth
employment projects in accordance with their proposed plans, and/or adjust their plans to what
is needed at their respective sites;

2. identify emerging practices and lessons learned from initial plans through full-scale
implementation, with a focus toward understanding the systems and partnerships;

3. assess how issues of structure, the environment, partnerships, resources, organization, and
programmatic interventions—including outreach, recruitment, engagement, specialized
training, mentoring, job training, job placement, and job retention services—affected
implementation and initial outcomes at the seven sites;

4. determine the extent to which the sites were successfully recruiting and enrolling the
participants who were most in need, based on the identified target populations, and identify the
short-term outcomes of the sites’ projects.

This evaluation examined the processes of implementing the demonstration programs over a period of
approximately 12 months, from January 2016 to January 2017. At the time of the second site visit for the
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study, January 2017, six of the seven sites had completed approximately 1 year of program
implementation; the seventh site had completed approximately 6 months of activity. As noted
previously, all sites except for one received an extension of their original period of performance past the
end of the evaluation period; thus, this report only captures implementation from the initiation of the
grant until approximately 6 months before the end of the grant for most programs.

Implementation Evaluation Framework and Research Questions
To answer these research objectives, the implementation evaluation considered the following:

= Systems characteristics, including how sites leveraged existing and/or built new partnerships
with employers, education institutions, community-based and faith-based organizations,
shelters, the foster care system, criminal justice agencies, and others

= Organizational characteristics, such as program leadership, capacity and experience of the
managing organization, and an organization’s knowledge of, and responsiveness to, local youth
culture

=  Programmatic characteristics, such as outreach and recruitment, engagement, addressing
cognitive behavioral change, program structure and logistics, and staff interactions with
participants

= Environmental/community level characteristics, such as responsiveness to place-based issues,
engagement of local communities, impact of and ability to tailor programmatic elements to local
youth culture, and other local contextual information

Exhibit 2 presents the overarching research questions which were developed to answer the research
objectives for the study, and their relationships to the study typology described above.

Exhibit 2. Research Questions for the Implementation Evaluation

Systemic Characteristics | What partners were engaged for the grant? Were there new partners engaging for the first time?
What roles did the partners play in the development of grant-funded activities and projects?
Organizational
Characteristics
Programmatic What components or enhanced components were provided with grant funding?
Characteristics What program services were offered (including education and job training, workforce
development strategies, and companion services)?
What techniques were used to connect participants to jobs?
What types of jobs were accessed and were they quality jobs (e.g., summer jobs, internships, full-
time jobs, with benefits or additional skills training)?
What were the challenges encountered in implementing the plans developed and how were those
challenges addressed?

What leadership/capacity do programs need to support program implementation?

Environmental/ How did programs incorporate or respond to the specific local socioeconomic and environmental
Community context of disconnected youth (e.g., access to transportation, training/education, geographic
Characteristics location/isolation of youth)?

How was the local community involved/engaged in the program?

Research Methods and Data Sources

The study utilized a multimethod evaluation approach featuring primarily qualitative methods, with
limited quantitative data collected from demonstration programs. The evaluation built on the body of
literature on disconnected youth, workforce development, and prisoner reentry, as well as emerging
findings on best practices for community-centered and place-based initiatives. The implementation
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evaluation drew on data collected during a set of semi-structure conversations with principal program
leaders, selected program staff, observations, and a series of site visits to each of the participating
programs at different points during implementation, document review, and analysis of a limited set of
guantitative performance indicators obtained from programs. Each of these data sources is described
below.

Qualitative telephone interviews with key stakeholders and program implementers. Semi-structured
telephone interviews with representatives from each site were conducted to understand the structure,
partnerships, resources, organizational development, and programmatic strategies proposed, and the
extent to which these elements may have changed after the initial proposal/kickoff. Telephone
interviews were also conducted with those responsible for oversight of the grants at various levels to
begin to understand the implementation process and to collect additional data needed for planning the
site visits. Respondents were the Federal Project Officers (FPOs) responsible for monitoring the grants;
respective state Departments of Labor contacts; and various local-level contacts, including staff
responsible for implementing programmatic activities and any key partners/contractors also involved in
implementation.

Site visits. Two sets of site visits were conducted. The first visit took place after sites had completed
approximately 6 months of active program implementation; the second visit was conducted after
approximately 1 year of implementation. A series of observations and conversations with site’s principal
leaders was conducted. The research team had semi-structured conversations with lead program staff
responsible for various aspects of program delivery, including recruitment, workshop and course
instruction, supportive services, job placement and retention, and partnership development. While on
site, the research team also conducted observations, as well as rapid ethnographic assessments to
better understand the greater community contextual factors.

Document review and assessment of administrative data. To further contextualize the implementation
process of each of the sites, a selected set of administrative and programmatic information was
gathered and reviewed. This information included a very limited set of items, such as program
recruitment materials provided by the FPOs, grantees, and partners, including copies of outreach
materials, intake assessments, materials on program participation, job placement, and retention efforts.
Tools developed by the sites to collect profile information on program participants were also included.
Additionally, quarterly reports submitted by grantee sites to their state and federal monitors were
collected. The quarterly reports included narrative information about the grants as well as quantitative
metrics to track overall progress. Quantitative measures included number of enrollees, number of
participants receiving industry-recognized credentials, number placed in post-secondary education, and
number placed in un/subsidized employment (i.e., served as an at-a-glance way of gauging program
progress).

Qualitative and quantitative analysis. The findings for the study were developed through rigorous
analysis using NVivo qualitative analytical software to systematically develop key themes and

findings. The research team conceptualized and developed the findings through a constant comparison
approach using both inductive and deductive coding and analysis techniques. The research team
developed a codebook, based on the research questions, which was used to code all of the data. Inter-
rater reliability statistics were reviewed to confirm a uniform coding approach as the analysis was
conducted. After coding of the transcripts was completed, analysis was conducted using the NVivo
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software. The thematic narrative discussion of these qualitative findings, integrated with key findings
from the additional quantitative analysis on key performance indicators, is presented in this report. Due
to the limited quantitative data to emerge from the sites, only direct performance indicators, provided
by programs on program enrollment and job placement, were reviewed.

Organization of the Report

This report begins by providing an overview of the program models implemented in the seven grantee
cities, highlighting some of the similarities and differences in the models. It also provides an overview of
the modifications made to programs to best adapt to their local context and the needs of the
participants. Next, this report presents in-depth discussions of program implementation activities,
starting with the partnerships that were developed for program implementation. The report then
focuses on the programmatic elements and processes used by sites, including recruitment, retention,
and engagement of disconnected youth within these programs; the approaches sites took to support
youth, reduce barriers, and provide the necessary intensity of case management; and the approaches
used for the development of employment opportunities and job retention supports for disconnected
youth. To conclude, the report discusses sustainability of program operations, including whether sites
can carry all, or a portion, of their programming into the future.
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Chapter 2. Operational Characteristics of Programs: Models Developed
for Program Implementation

The grant provided the opportunity for sites to develop program models and incorporate new services,
or test additional ways of providing services to disconnected youth populations. No site implemented
the same model for their program, although many of the same types of services were offered. Sites also
had opportunities to develop approaches that were more tailored to the experiences and contextual
barriers encountered by youth in their specific communities. Most sites developed program models that
supported services beyond what typical WIOA programs are able to offer. This chapter describes the
service models developed by sites, the services offered by those models, and new program components
added through grant funds.

Source of Program Models

Six sites created programs that deviated significantly from standard WIOA programs by building new
models for providing workforce development services and adding elements and services not typically
available to disconnected youth. These sites used the grant to pilot alternative approaches with the goal
of enhancing the range of services and service provision networks; program implementers tested
program models that rearranged the order of services to disconnected youth or young adults, or
introduced new service models for disconnected youth. Some new program models included offering
services within prisons before, and immediately after, release (Detroit); allowing participants to “shop”
for only the services they want (Long Beach); and establishing a citywide integrated network of
providers (Baltimore). In contrast, the seventh site St. Louis, used the grant to add more occupational
training tracks to its preexisting WIOA model, but also attempted, unsuccessfully, to implement local
community centers for recruitment and service provision.™ Based on the document review of sites’
program applications and interviews with program implementers, the program models selected by sites
primarily originated from implementers’ experiences with preexisting models for providing services to
disconnected youth, and previous limited pilot testing and consultation on alternatives for providing
workforce development services to youth audiences, as well as a local assessment of missing
components from existing operations.

The scope and scale of program models differed across sites as well. Five of the seven sites established a
service goal of an average of 400 or fewer participants, with some exceptions. Service goals were
determined by each site based on assessments of programmatic resources as well as programmatic
goals. Camden and Houston opted for smaller service goals (approximately 100 participants) with an
expanded range of services that would take a participant a year or more to complete. North Charleston
opted for a service goal of 250 for their program. Two sites, Detroit and St. Louis, established a service
goal of more than 800. Three sites (Camden, Houston, and St. Louis) developed models that were
approximately 12—16 months in length; these models included GED or adult education classes,
incremental testing to achieve numeracy and literacy, paid work experiences PWEs, and occupational
training that varied in duration. Other sites developed program models that were designed to be shorter

12| essons learned from this unsuccessful attempt, along with those sites that were successful using this approach, are
discussed in Chapter®6.
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in duration for a participant, with the goal of moving participants from soft skills training to either a PWE
or occupational training in a year or less.

Six of seven sites utilized a fairly linear program service model, where participants completed
programmatic activities in a prescribed sequence. One program utilized a model which developed a
menu of services from which participants could select options for soft skills development, occupational
training, PWEs, employment, adult education completion, and cognitive restructuring skills. Services
offered were based on the needs and wants expressed by the youth, who selected the options they
preferred. After the orientation, participants did not have to start the program with the same activities;
thus, the path to program completion was unique for each individual. In four of the programs, services
progressed with a standard process that moved from recruitment to enrollment with preemployment
workshops typically preceding other activities. However, three of the sites used models which got youth
engaged in a PWE fairly quickly to provide income and an initial job sampling experience.

All sites offered program services that included a mix of soft skills and supportive services, adult
education services, and occupational training, with soft skills-building and resume assistance often
available throughout the entire process. For all of the program models, the goal following occupational
skills training was for participants to achieve full-time, unsubsidized employment, typically with some
job search assistance from the program staff. Participants could find employment through efforts in
which the program supported the job search and placement of the candidate, or via self-directed
searches. Additional information on the structure of program service models is provided in the
Appendix. Exhibit 3 provides a brief overview of the programs and their target audiences, by site.
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Exhibit 3. Urban Youth Demonstration Program Overview, by Site

PROGRAM
OVERVIEW

Baltimore

Camden

Detroit

Houston

Long Beach

North Charleston

St. Louis

Dollars Awarded

$5 million

$1.99 million

S5 million

$1.74 million

$2 million

$1.6 million

S5 million

Residents 16—29
years; un- or under-

employed; Residents 18-26
! . Residents 18-30 Residents 16—-29 ears; unemployed; . .
low educational Residents16-24 ¥ p v Residents 16—-29 St. Louis City and
) years; un- or under- years low educational .
attainment years; unemployed; . years; unemployed; County residents
. . . ; employed; recently unemployed; low attainment or work .
Target Audience with three barriers, low educational - . . . low educational 16-30 years; target
. . . ) incarcerated educational experience; in most .
including criminal attainment or work U . ; attainment or work long-term un- or
. individuals attainment or work economically .
backgrounds, from experience . . . . experience under-employed
. (returning citizens) experience distressed
most economically .
. neighborhoods
distressed
neighborhoods

Healthcare,
manufacturing,
transportation &

Healthcare IT,
advanced
manufacturing,

Manufacturing, IT,
specialty trades,

Manufacturing,

Healthcare,
manufacturing,

Manufacturing,
transportation,

prisons

logistics, logistics, Healthcare, goods transportation & construction,
Target Industry . carpentry and . . L . . I
warehousing, construction culinary/food construction, civic, movement, IT logistics, IT, retail/ hospitality,
construction, IT, ! service, carpentry nonprofit hospitality, technical &
. accommodation & . . L .
automotive . and construction specialty trades scientific services
food service
Target Wage Goal $11/hr. S9/hr. S9/hr. $10/hr. $13.10/hr. $10/hr. S9/hr.
Detroit
Rutgers University St. Louis Agency
Mayor’s Office of and Center for Employment on Training and
. . Solutions Pacific Gateway: PYC/Eckerd Kids:
Employment Family Services: . HGAC/Workforce . N Employment and
Corporation: . . Public agency Organization that .
Local Lead Development: Both have . Solutions; Dynamic . f . Metropolitan
. . Experienced local . serving all ages typically provides .
Implementing Oversees local extensive Educational . . L Education and
o . . workforce with skills services in support .
Organization youth employment experience in Systems, Inc/ Training Center:
. development development and of youth WIOA .
development serving local G, Exodyne, Inc.: iob trainin rograms Typically work to
efforts disconnected g .y, . J € prog retrain dislocated
youth working within

workers
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Modifications to Program Service Delivery Models

The data provided an opportunity to examine the program models for additional distinguishing
characteristics that may have impacted the ability of communities to implement program services, and
to describe the implementation process. To this end, there is some emerging data about the kinds of
modifications made to program models over the course of implementation. Over the period between
the first and second site visits, approximately 6 months, all sites refined their implementation
approaches. All sites experienced challenges with their program models, ranging from recruiting youth,
to difficulties keeping youth engaged in the originally proposed program service delivery approach, to
challenges transitioning youth to occupational providers when programming components were
completed. This discussion highlights common structural strategies used by programs to address
challenges experienced in implementation.

Revisions to Program Models. Most sites made program modifications, which consisted of limited
refinements and moderate modifications of their approaches, to address the challenges mentioned
above, but two sites did not. One site determined early in its implementation process that its program
service delivery model simply would not produce the intended outcomes and therefore made significant
revisions to their program model. Implementers in Camden described the initial proposed model as too
structured for the target population, and noted that they believed the program model was written from
a very academic perspective, and not a pragmatic one, given the target population. Program
implementers significantly restructured the program model, and the partners providing services, to
reformulate an approach to GED completion, occupational training, and employment that would keep
youth engaged for a longer term (12 months or more) program. Additional discussion of changes made
by this site are described below.

Another site, Houston, faced significant challenges with its model, which was initially designed to
provide participants with a PWE, OJT, and then a full-time unsubsidized position, all with the same
employer partner (with multiple partners for each of the program’s targeted career/industry sectors) for
small cohorts of enrolled youth participants. The intention of the model was to provide incoming
participants with an immediate PWE that would then ideally lead into an OJT experience. Houston was
unable to get the model to function as intended due to a change in the local economy that limited its
ability to secure employers in the targeted industry sectors. The intent of the model was to develop
cohorts of participants to advance at the same time with the same employer through the PWE-OJT
cycle. The site staff struggled with the timing of getting a sizeable cohort ready for, and started on, their
PWE. A high number of participants were enrolled but then dropped off to due to lack of activity, which
left the program with a serious recruitment challenge. To try to address these structural issues, Houston
adjusted their model to direct participants to the adult education/credential course until a cohort could
be built, while seeking additional employer partners for the PWE and OJT experiences.

Modifications made by other sites were more moderate. For example, due to challenges in getting
participants enrolled quickly enough before their release from jail, Detroit modified its program model
to provide more of the program’s services to returning citizens post-release. Long Beach implementers
reordered its services to encourage youth to engage in preemployment workshops and sometimes
PWEs before its leadership retreat weekend to compensate for difficulties in scheduling the facilities (an
off-site camp retreat location) for this cognitive behavioral change programming.
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Program Components Added with Grant Funding

The grant offered sites an opportunity to develop additional program components that had, in many
instances, never been provided before. Some programs either expanded the kinds of services provided,
or increased the frequency of services provided. Overall, principal program leaders and program staff
described the grant as an opportunity to broaden the range of supportive and wraparound services
provided to disconnected youth. Services added by sites include the following:

=  Transportation. In all sites, program implementers added grant resources to provide
transportation services for disconnected youth. Most often, sites added bus fare cards or gas
cards to their program offerings to support youth commuting from their neighborhoods to
program activities, OJTs, job interviews, and jobs when obtained. Some sites attempted to test
alternative solutions to linking disconnected youth to jobs. Houston piloted the use of an Uber
driver to get disconnected youth to training and job sites early in the program. The model was
later modified to provide van services for a 3-week period covering the PWE for program
participants. Some sites also matched funds up to a certain amount to help participants
purchase a used car.

= legal services. Three of the programs specifically added an enhanced legal services component
which either expanded the scope of legal services available to disconnected youth or enhanced
the approach used to deliver services. North Charleston’s and Houston’s programs expanded
legal services to provide more support for expungement costs; both also included pre-trial
intervention programs. Baltimore changed the service model used to centralize the provision of
legal services with one network-wide, highly experienced partner; the partner traveled to the
programs sites to meet one-on-one with program participants to offer legal consultation that
covered issues such as taxes, housing, unpaid bills, and expungement.

=  Mental health. Mental health was another service area receiving specific attention; three sites
specifically added program staff or a specialized partner to program offerings to meet the needs
of program participants. While all sites included some approach for making a referral to mental
health services for disconnected youth, North Charleston and Baltimore added special staff or
partners supported by the grant—such as mental health and substance abuse counselors—to
their programs, and St. Louis developed a training and protocol for staff to better identify
potential issues and make referrals.

®  Financial literacy. Three sites also added specific programming focused on increasing the
financial literacy of disconnected youth, provided as part of preemployment training.

Most sites also developed alternative components or processes for recruitment and outreach to
disconnected youth. Additional details on the development of these program components follows in the
discussion of recruitment approaches in Chapter 4. All sites also used the grant funding to support
individual case management time for working with disconnected youth; case management program
staff were either specifically hired for the program or their time was allocated to more intensive case
management and supportive service provision.

The next discussion presents an overview of the programmatic services offered by programs as a part of
their service delivery models. Additional details about how services were provided as a part of program
implementation, and challenges faced by programs, are discussed in subsequent chapters.
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Services Offered by Program Models

While program models varied, sites provided the same types of core services to disconnected youth.
Common programming components for all sites included soft skills, which, depending on the site and
training provider, were tailored to reflect the desired skills of certain targeted industry sectors;
occupational training; supportive services; and an employment placement component. Across the sites,
programs also used the grant funds to defray the costs of materials or clothing to support job-seeking
and employment, as well as additional services like childcare or supporting the cost of obtaining birth
certificates for employment. Services offered by the programs included the following.

Recruitment. Community outreach, word-of-mouth, social media use, and the creation of neighborhood
community centers were approaches used by most sites to identify and connect with disconnected
youth. Almost every site attempted to develop some type of community-based outreach to identify and
recruit disconnected youth; some programs developed accompanying media campaigns for the
program.

GED/adult education. While GED/adult education services were a part of every program model, the
degree to which it was a mandatory requirement to obtain a GED varied across the sites. Some sites
strongly encouraged participants to utilize program services to obtain a GED. For example, GED classes
were a required element of both Camden’s and Houston’s programs. Other sites made GED attainment
optional.

Soft skills/preemployment skills. Soft skills training focused on skills needed for successful employment,
such as arriving on time, dress code, and how to interact with a supervisor or other employees. In some
sites, additional skills were offered to support success in the workplace, such as specialized trainings on
how to best understand and adapt to the different types of relationships in a work environment, such as
a construction crew. Some programs included ongoing assessment and reassessment of skills, especially
during PWE and OJT experiences.

Supportive services. Sites offered a range of supportive services, but common services offered across
most sites included transportation assistance; legal assistance, specifically expungement services (in
Detroit, this also includes knowing your rights as a returning citizen); referrals to, or assistance in,
applying for other social service programs; substance abuse referrals; and assistance obtaining official
identification documents to suppor