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Presentation Outline 

 Evaluation findings from two sets of local 
workforce investments: 
o County-funded workforce development 

demonstration projects 
o County-funded workforce services 

providers 
 Findings from Capital IDEA ROI study 
 Concluding observations 
 Next Steps 
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Evaluation Components 

 Data Sources: 
– Project/program records 
– Unemployment Insurance (UI) Wage Records 

and Claims Files 
 Outcomes Measures: 

– Quarterly employment 
– Average quarterly earnings of those employed 

(conditional earnings) 
– Monetary eligibility for UI benefits  
– Claims filed for UI benefits 
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Workforce Development 
Demonstration Projects 

Operated by Workforce Solutions – Capital Area 
1. Rapid Employment Model (REM) – evaluation focuses 

on 2007-2009 cohorts.  Model includes 
pre-employment and life skills training, short-term (< 6 
weeks) occupational skills training, and job placement 
assistance. 

2. Gainful Employment Model (GEM) – evaluation 
focuses on 2009-2010 participants.  Model includes 
pre-employment  and life skills training, longer term (up 
to 9 months) occupational skills training, and job 
placement assistance. 
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Demonstration Project 
Evaluation Findings 

REM primarily served Project RIO clients (78%) 
 Majority of REM training in construction* (44%), 

office skills (26%), and truck driving* (18%) 
 
GEM primarily served TANF clients (87%) 
 Majority of GEM training in bookkeeping (40%), 

administrative assistant (39%), and ESL (15%) 
 

* Industries with known coverage issues in UI system due to self-
employment/independent contracting 

5 



REM Outcomes 

 For 2007-2009 cohorts, employment peaked in the 
2nd quarter (6 months) post-service at 42% 

 Through March 2011, the share of participants 
employed was more than double the share 
employed in the four quarters prior to starting REM 
(37% vs. 18%) 

 Average quarterly earnings of those employed 
increased by approximately 20% over the pre-
service period ($4,169 vs. $3,488) 

 The share monetarily eligible for UI benefits rose 
from 14% to 34%, though few filed claims (1.5%) 
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GEM Outcomes 

 Almost 58% of GEM participants were employed 
2 quarters (6 months) after finishing the program 

– Those employed earned an average $3,601 in 
that quarter  

 Employment and earnings were up slightly from 
the pre-service period 
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Workforce Services Providers 

Evaluation examines providers offering services 
ranging from adult basic education to short-term 
occupational skills training to longer-term training for 
high skill/high wage employment: 

1. American Youthworks 
2. Austin Academy 
3. Austin Area Urban League 
4. Crime Prevention Institute* 
5. Goodwill Industries 
6. Skillpoint Alliance's Construction Gateway 
7. Capital IDEA 

  
  *No longer in business 8 



Evaluation of 
Short-Term Investments 

 Six providers offer primarily short-term 
investments in adult basic education and 
occupational skills development 

 Evaluation focuses on 2007-2008 cohorts 

 Examines outcomes and impacts through the 
10th or 14th quarter post-service (2.5 or 3.5 years 
after leaving the program) and for all quarters 
through March 2011 
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Impacts Analysis 

 Quasi-experimental impacts evaluation to gauge 
"value-added" from participation by comparing labor 
market outcomes for participants to those of a 
matched comparison group of County residents 
receiving job search assistance 

 Compares outcomes on four measures: 
– Quarterly employment 
– Average quarterly earnings (conditional and 

unconditional earnings) 
– Monetary eligibility for UI benefits  
– Claims filed for UI benefits 
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American Youthworks Impacts 

 Participation in American Youthworks was 
positively associated with three outcomes: 

– 13 percentage point increase in 
employment 

– $854 advantage in average quarterly 
earnings of those employed 

– 10 percentage point gain in the share 
monetarily eligible for UI benefits 

11 



AYW Participants vs. Comparison Group: 
Unconditional Earnings Over Time 
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Austin Academy Impacts 

 Austin Academy participation was positively 
associated with employment, showing a 5 
percentage point increase in employment versus 
the comparison group 

 Employed Austin Academy participants, 
however, earned an average of $662 less per 
quarter than the comparison group 
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A. Academy Participants vs. Comparison 
Group: Unconditional Earnings Over Time 
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Austin Area Urban League 
Impacts 

 Across all post-service quarters, AAUL 2007 
participants filed claims for UI benefits at a 
significantly lower rate (1.5 percentage points) 
than the comparison group 

 Two other measures were statistically significant 
in relation to the comparison group: 

– Fewer AAUL 2007 participants were eligible for 
UI benefits (3.5 percentage points lower) 

– Employed 2007 participants earned an average 
of $667 less per quarter 

*No comparison group established for the 
2008 cohort 
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AAUL 2007 Participants vs. Comparison 
Group: Unconditional Earnings Over Time 
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Construction Gateway Impacts 
 Participation in the 2007 Construction Gateway 

cohort was negatively associated with two measures 
in relation to the comparison group: 

– Lower quarterly employment (6 percentage 
points)  

– Fewer eligible for UI benefits (9 percentage 
points) 

 Important to note that data source (UI wage records) 
has known coverage issues in construction industry 
due to wide spread self-employment 

 
* No comparison group established for the 2008 
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C. Gateway 2007 Participants vs. Comparison 
Group: Unconditional Earnings Over Time 
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Evaluation of Longer-Term 
Workforce Investment 

 Capital IDEA offers training for high-skill, high-
wage occupations (primarily in nursing and allied 
health professions) which can extend over 
several years 

– Program offerings include College Prep 
Academy, occupational training, and weekly 
peer support sessions 

 Evaluation examined outcomes and impacts for 
cohorts from 2003-2008 
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Capital IDEA Impacts 

 Capital IDEA participation was positively 
associated with three measures in relation to the 
comparison group: 

– 12.3 percentage point increase in quarterly 
employment 

– 12. 3 percentage point increase in the share 
monetarily eligible for UI benefits 

– $759 advantage in average quarterly earnings 
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Capital IDEA participants vs. Comparison 
Group: Unconditional Earnings Over Time 
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Return-on-Investment (ROI) 
Analysis 

 Exploratory ROI analysis for the 2003-2004 Capital 
IDEA cohorts 

 Estimations based on quasi-experimental impacts 
which found large gains for participants in quarterly 
employment, average quarterly earnings for those 
employed, and eligibility for UI benefits over a 
matched comparison group 

 Participants spent on average 1.5 years in the 
program at an estimated cost of $6,459  

– 2/3 of Capital IDEA training is funded by 
taxpayers 
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Returns to Taxpayers from 
Capital IDEA investments 

 Returns stem from reductions in welfare and 
food stamp payments and increased tax receipts 

 Total returns estimated at 165% over ten years 
and 501% over twenty years 

– Over the first ten years, each dollar invested 
in Capital IDEA returns $1.65 to taxpayers, 
for an annual return rate of 9% 

– Over twenty years, each dollar returns 
$5.01 to taxpayers, for an annual return rate 
of 17% 
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Concluding Observations 
 Travis County is a national leader in local workforce 

investments 
 Demonstration projects have led to new/ongoing 

initiatives for disadvantaged County residents 
 Short-term training investments typically show 

largest outcomes in the immediate post-service 
period but do not typically change participants' 
earnings trajectories over time 

 Longer-term training significantly improves 
participants' employment and earnings over time 

 ROI from Capital IDEA investments is substantial 
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Next Steps 

 Add 2009-2010 cohorts for each of the providers 
and the 2010 REM cohort 

 Extend follow-up period through March 2012 

 Refine impact analysis methodology and 
conduct sensitivity tests of estimates 

 Preliminary work for inclusion of the County's 
Offender Workforce Development Program 
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Contact Information 

 Christopher T. King, Director 
 ctking@raymarshallcenter.org 
 471.7891 
 

 Tara Smith, Research Associate 
 tarasmith@raymarshallcenter.org 
 471.2191 
 

 Reports available at: 
www.raymarshallcenter.org 
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