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CALIFORNIA WORKFORCE ASSOCIATION 
Senate vs. House WIA Reauthorization Measures 

 
DRAFT DRAFT  DRAFT 

 
WIA 

Section 
Current Law Senate Bill  

S.1627 
House Bill 
H.R. 1261 

Comments and areas for 
discussion 

Sec 101 Definitions     

101(8)(C) Require employers to pay not less 
than 50% toward the cost of 
customized training  

Eliminates the requirement for a 50% 
match by employers and allows local 
board to determine the appropriate 
contribution, taking into account such 
factors as the size of the employer and 
other factors deemed important by the 
local board.    

Same as Senate bill   

101(25)(D)  Adds under definition of Low Income 
Individual a youth who is eligible to 
receive free or reduced priced lunch  

Same as Senate bill  

101“(1A)”   Defines Accrued Expenditures “…as 
charges incurred by recipients of funds 
for a given period for the provision of:  
(A) goods or other tangible property 
received; (B) services performed by 
employers, contractors, subcontractors, 
subgrantees, and other payees; and (C) 
other amounts…    
 
 

Full definition: “The term 
‘Accrued Expenditures’ includes 
the sum of actual cash 
disbursements for direct charges 
for goods and services, the net 
increase or decrease in the 
amounts owed by recipients, 
goods and other property received 
for services performed by 
employees, contractors 
subgrantees, or other payees, and 
other amounts becoming owned 
for which no current service or 
performance is required.”  
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 CHAPTER 1 – STATE 

PROVISIONS 
   

Sec 111 State WIB    

111(b)(1) Provides that the state board shall 
include the governor, four members 
of the state legislature, and seven 
classes of members appointed by 
the governor 

Reflecting the Administration’s 
position, shifts priority of membership 
to state agency officials for mandatory 
One-Stop partner programs, state head 
of economic development, state 
business leaders who are owners or top 
decision makers from large and small 
firms, and organized labor; governors 
could add or retain other members 
under a “such others” clause 

Same as Senate bill After the budget cuts, CA really 
has no head of Economic 
Devel. In CA might make more 
sense to have cross membership 
with Economic Strategy Panel. 
 

111(b)(3) 
111(c) 

Requires majority of state board 
members to be business 
representatives and Requires the 
state board to be chaired by a 
representative of business 

Retains both requirements Reflects Administration’s 
…There would no longer be a 
requirement to have a business 
majority, but the chair of the 
board would still be a member of 
the business community 

CWA is in favor of retaining 
business majority on State 
WIB.  
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111(d)(1) Describes a function of the state 
board as “development” of the state 
plan 

Adds “implementation, and revision” of 
the state plan to the board 
responsibilities 

No change from current law     

111(d)(3) Requires the state board to 
comment annually on the state 
Perkins Act plan 

Replaces paragraph (3) with 
responsibility for policies on integrated 
services through One-Stop systems, 
including allocation and oversight 
infrastructure funds, criteria for 
allocating these funds, roles of One-
Stop operators, cost allocation in One-
Stops, outreach to individuals and 
employers, technology to facilitate One-
Stops in remote areas, identifying best 
practices for One-Stops, etc. 
 

Similar language, but includes 
“the development of criteria for, 
and issuance of, certifications of 
One-Stop centers.” 

Senate draft reflects 
Administration’s push for 
States (or state partner 
administrators) to have more 
influence over One-Stop.  
Senate language stresses role of 
State Board in ensuring the 
roles and responsibilities of 
partner programs in the One-
Stop.  
 
The certification language in 
the House bill presumably 
refers only to the infrastructure 
fund, but this is not clear! 
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111(d)(4) Requires the state board to assist the 
governor in designation of local 
areas 

Adds the requirement that the state 
develop statewide criteria to be used by 
CEOs for the appointment of local 
boards and for use in certification.     

Same as Senate bill Big usurpation of local 
governance? 

Sec 112 State Plan     

112(b) (10) State plan must include:  
“…information identifying how the 
State will use funds the State 
receives under this subtitle to 
leverage other Federal, State, local, 
and private resources, in order to 
maximize the effectiveness of such 
resources, and to expand the 
participation of business, 
employees, and individuals in the 
statewide workforce investment 
system;” 
 

Senate bill adds at the bottom 
“…including a description of incentives 
and technical assistance the State will 
provide to local areas for such 
purposes.”  

Not in House Bill   
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112(b)(15) Requires state plan to describe how 
local officials may appeal to the 
state board and the Secretary of 
Labor a state’s refusal to designate 
their area as a local workforce 
investment area 

Eliminates this requirement to describe 
the appeal process; substitutes 
description of the methodology for 
reviewing and providing guidance on 
integration in the One-Stops; 
developing criteria for One-Stop 
certification (with input from locals); 
determining and allocating One-Stop 
partner contributions to infrastructure 
costs of One-Stop centers 

No change  Reflects the Administration’s 
push to end the ability of a city 
or county to appeal to the feds 
if the state denies local area 
designation 

112(b)(17)(A
) 
(iii) 

Requires state plan to describe how 
local boards will identify eligible 
providers of training services (other 
than on-the-job or customized 
training) 

Deletes exclusion of on-the-job training 
or customized training, extending this 
policy to include employer-based or 
financed training as training providers 

 Gets to common need to have 
system better reflect employer 
needs for training services 

112(b)(17)(A
) 
(iv) & (v) 

Requires state plan to describe how 
services will be provided to a wide 
variety of target groups 

Adds requirement for description of 
how comprehensive services will be 
provided to individuals with disabilities, 
especially those in community-based 
alternatives 

 According to NGA, aligns with 
federal support for states to 
implement the Supreme Court’s 
Olmstead decision requiring 
community-based alternatives 
for individuals who leave 
institutional care 

112(b)“(20)  Adds requirement that state plan 
describe how state will coordinate 
workforce and economic development 
activities 

Not in House bill   

112(b) “(22)  Adds requirement that state plan 
describe how state will use funds (A) 
for programs and strategies to serve 
large and small business, i.e. incumbent 
worker and career ladder program s, and 
(B) to provide incentives and TA local 
areas to engage small businesses and 
integrate with economic development.   

Not in House bill  
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Sec 116 Local WIAs      

116(a)(1) 
(B) 

Requires governors, in designating 
local areas, to consider geographic 
boundaries for educational 
institutions and labor market areas, 
distances between service 
providers, and available local 
resources 

Adds a new criterion for an area to 
qualify for designation as a workforce 
investment area: 
“(vi) The extent to which such local 
areas will promote maximum 
effectiveness in the administration and 
provision of services”  

Also adds new criterion in same 
place, but different language:  
“(vi) The extent to which such 
local areas will promote efficiency 
in the administration and 
provision of services.” 
 

The Senate had same language 
as House, but changed in draft 
#3.  

116(a)(2) Governor shall automatically 
approve a request for designation 
from any unit of government 
500,000 or more; an area served by 
a rural concentrated employment 
program…; an SDA under JTPA    

Adds that governor only has to 
designate under these conditions if the 
area I) performed successfully, and II) 
sustained fiscal integrity during the 2 
year period following designation. The 
Senate draft, unlike the House bill, goes 
on to define “Performed Successfully,” 
and “Fiscal Integrity.”    

Adds to automatic designation 
that the governor can deny a 
request for designation if the 
governor determines that the local 
area did not perform successfully 
during the preceding 2 year 
period covered by the state plan.    

Neither versions reopen the 
issue of designation except in 
cases of continued poor 
performance. Both bills also 
retain the right in current law of 
local areas to appeal a 
governor’s decision on area 
redesignation to the Secretary 
of Labor.    
 
Administration had proposed 
that redesignation be left to the 
discretion of states and that the 
right to appeal be eliminated.  

116(a)(4) Allows governor to designate any 
area if the state board recommends 
it, based on the factors required in 
sec. 116(a)(1)(B) 

Adds to these factors the new criterion 
above – “(vi)  

House Bill does not repeat (vi)  

116(c)(1) Allows a state to require several 
local boards to participate in 
regional planning, regional 
performance measures, and regional 
incentive grants 

Adds ability of governor to require a 
regional plan from a “designated” 
region after consultation with the local 
boards. Also requires state to provide 
TA and LMI for such designated 
regions.    

Like Senate bill, adds 
authorization for the governor to 
require local boards in such 
regions to prepare a single 
regional plan in lieu of separate 
local plans for areas in the region. 
Does not contain language about 
consulting local boards, TA, or 
LMI.  
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Sec 117 Local WIBs      

117(b)(2) 
(A) 

Composition of the boards shall 
include representatives of business, 
education, labor organizations, 
community-based organizations, 
economic development agencies, 
and of each one-stop partner 

Business reps from high-growth and 
emerging industries, large and small, 
are specified; education representation 
is simplified by removing the 
requirement that they be nominated; 
faith-based is added to community-
based organizations; youth reps are 
required where the board drops its 
youth council, and One-Stop partners 
are eliminated 

Similar to Senate language, 
though does not require youth 
reps if youth council is dropped.  

Follows Administration’s 
position that the requirement 
that One-Stop partners be on 
the WIB be eliminated. Local 
WIBs have the flexibility to 
create councils.  The purpose is 
to make the size of local boards 
more manageable.    

117(b)(3) Requires that members of local 
boards be individuals with optimum 
policy making authority 

Adds a requirement that they be 
selected to represent diverse geographic 
sections 

Same as Senate bill  

117(d)(2) 
(B) 

Requires the local board to identify 
providers of youth activities by 
awarding grants or contracts on a 
competitive basis, as recommended 
by the youth council 

Deletes requirements for competitive 
procurement and for recommendations 
by the youth council 

Same as Senate bill Relieves a mandate for 
competitive procurement, 
which impedes rural area 
services, and allows state 
procurement requirements to 
control 

117(h) Requires a youth council in each 
local area and specifies the 
membership and duties of the 
council 

Eliminates the requirement for a youth 
council and substitutes authority for 
local boards to establish or continue 
advisory councils such as One-Stop 
partners, youth services organizations, 
and others 

Same as Senate bill   

117(i) Authorizes “grandfathering” of 
local boards established under the 
JTPA prior to December 31, 1997, 
as allowable alternative entities 

Alternative entity provision is repealed  Same as Senate bill   

Sec 118 Local Plans      

118(a) Requires a single local plan 
outlining a 5-year strategy for the 
statewide system 

Requires a 4-year strategy, reviewed 
(and amended, if needed) after two 
years 

 Shortens and sharpens local 
plans to two-year time frames 
and conforms to new planning 
cycle for state plans 
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118(b)(2) 
(B) 

Requires each local plan to include 
a copy of each memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) between the 
local board and one-stop partners 

Deletes the requirement for copies of 
One-Stop MOUs and substitutes a 
description of how the local board will 
facilitate access to One-Stop services in 
remote areas 

Same as Senate bill  Reduces plan paperwork 
preparation and review and 
repeats emphasis on services in 
remote areas 

118(b)(10) Requires the local plan to include 
such other information as the 
governor requires 

Moves the current requirement to a new 
paragraph (11) and inserts a new 
requirement for the board to describe 
how it will coordinate workforce 
investment activities with economic 
development activities in the local 
area—mentions incumbent worker 
programs, sectoral and industry cluster 
strategies, career ladder programs, and 
business intermediaries.      

Not in House bill  
 

CWA helped develop this 
language for Senate staff  

Sec 121 Establishment of One-Stop 
System    

   

121(b)(1)(A) Each mandatory partner shall make 
its services available to participant 
through the One-Stop consistent 
with the terms of the MOU 

Adds that a portion of the partner’s 
funds shall be used to maintain the One-
Stop delivery system, including 
payment of the infrastructure costs.   

Not in House bill   

121(b)(1)(B) Describes the programs and 
activities that are required partners  

Adds TANF as a required partner  Same as Senate bill   

121(b)(1) 
“(C) 

 Add ability of the governor to provide 
notification that an entity may not be a 
One-Stop partner  

Same as Senate bill  

121(b)(2) Describes additional partners that 
may make services available 
through the One-Stop  

Adds as additional partners the Ticket-
to-Work program, Medicaid, 
Independent Living Centers, and other 
programs for individuals with 
disabilities. The Senate draft also 
mentions SBA.   

Same, but no SBA   
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121(e) Allows a local area to designate an 
operator of a One-Stop delivery 
system that existed before the 
enactment of WIA  

Strikes subsection (e) and replaces it 
with a redesignated Sec. 134(c) --  
consolidates Establishment of One-
Stops, Sec. 134 (c), into Sec. 121. Adds 
language requiring not less than one 
comprehensive center per area. 

Same as Senate bill  Both the House and Senate bills 
retain local authority over the 
designation of One-Stop 
providers, and oversight of the 
One-Stop is retained from 
current law.   
 
The intention with the House’s 
One-Stop certification is not to 
diminish local oversight 
authority.     

121“(g)  Requires the State Board, in 
consultation with the CLEOs and local 
boards, to establish procedures and 
criteria to be used by local boards in 
assessing the effectiveness and 
continuous improvement of 
comprehensive One-Stop centers and 
systems. This is not directly tied to the 
receipt of infrastructure funds.   
 
Does not place authority with the state 
for certifying One-Stops.   
 
 
 

The House bill contains similar 
language, but does not require 
consultation with local boards and 
CLEOs in establishing procedures 
and criteria for One-Stop 
certification.   

House language ties One-Stops 
certification directly to the 
receipt of infrastructure grants.   
 
Senate language includes for 
participation with grants, but 
indicates encouragement in 
general of certification in 
consultation with locals and 
used by locals.    
 
Senate Language is preferred   
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121“(h)  The Senate draft authorizes the 
governor to use capped portions of 
partners’ funding (3% for WIA and 
Wagner Peyser and a phased-in 1.5% 
for other partners) to create an 
infrastructure fund to pay the 
nonpersonnel costs of One-Stops--rent, 
utilities, maintenance, equipment, and 
outreach. The funds provided by the 
partners must come from their admin. 
The State Board is required to develop a 
formula (does not include “in 
consultation with locals”) for 
distributing the funds to local areas. The 
formula must consider the number of 
One-Stops in an area, services provided 
by the centers, and population served.  
 
Costs in “excess” of what is provided 
under the infrastructure funds and 
common costs are to be covered by the 
partners through, presumably, MOUs.   
 
Local areas have the option to fund their 
One-Stops though MOUs with local 
partners. The provision of core services 
seems also to be left up to the MOU 
process. The State Board “shall” 
provide guidance on determining the 
appropriate allocation of funds in the 
MOUs in local areas.   
 

House bill also contains 
infrastructure grant language. The 
details of how this will work 
seem to have been left up to the 
Senate to determine.  
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Sec 122 Identification of Eligible 
Providers of Training    

   

122 Requires training providers to 
qualify for eligibility to receive 
WIA funds for providing training 
services to adults and dislocated 
workers;  
Exempts most 4-year colleges, 
community colleges, and 
apprenticeship programs from 
meeting eligibility standards for an 
“initial eligibility period,” but 
requires all other training providers 
to submit detailed applications and 
performance and cost data to 
qualify for funding during the initial 
period;  
Sets detailed performance and cost 
criteria for all training providers for 
“subsequent eligibility periods;”  
Requires the data to be on 
programs, not only courses, of 
training;  
Requires publication of an eligible 
training providers list, along with 
their qualifications and results; and 
allows providers of on-the-job 
training or customized training to 
receive funds by meeting far less 
rigorous information collection and 
submission requirements     

The Senate bill eliminates most of the 
existing eligibility requirements and all 
of the existing training provider 
reporting requirements.   
 
Requires the governor, in consultation 
with the state board, to establish criteria 
and procedures for qualifying training.  
The Senate bill does not require the 
input of local areas in establishing these 
criteria and procedures.   
In developing the criteria, the governor 
shall take into account: provider 
performance on appropriate measures; 
access to training services in rural areas; 
information that programs already must 
report; state licensing requirements; 
industry recognized standards; ability to 
serve individuals with disabilities; and 
other factors for ensuring quality of 
services, accountability of providers, 
and informed customer choice.  
Governors shall require that providers 
submit appropriate, accurate, and timely 
information. The criteria shall provide 
for the annual review and renewal of 
eligibility.  
Local boards may set additional criteria 
or higher levels of performance.   
The procedures developed by the 
governor shall identify the roles of local 
boards and the state in reviewing 
applications and making determinations 
of eligibility.  
 
 

House language is similar to that 
in Senate bill.  
 
The House bill, however, like the 
Administration’s proposal, 
eliminates the exemption for OJT 
and customized training providers 
from the state training provider 
list requirements. The Senate bill 
retains this exemption.     
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Sec 123 Eligible Providers of Youth 
Activities    

   

123 Requires local boards to award 
grants or contracts on a competitive 
basis, based on recommendations of 
a youth council and on criteria in 
the state plan 

Essentially the same provisions, except 
does not require recommendations of a 
youth council, which may not exist 
under this legislation; allows sole-
source contracts and grants if there is a 
shortage of qualified providers in the 
locality. 

Same as Senate bill  

 CHAPTER 4 – YOUTH 
ACTIVITIES  

   

Sec. 127  State Allotments     

127(a) Requires that, whenever the annual 
appropriation for WIA youth 
activities exceeds $1.0 billion, the 
secretary will reserve a portion of 
the appropriation for youth 
opportunity grants and migrant and 
seasonal farmworker programs 

Changes the grants to “youth challenge 
grants” 
 
 

Same as Senate bill but drops the 
reference to migrant and seasonal 
farmworker programs  

 

127(b)(1)(A) Sets aside any amount over $1.0 
billion (but not more than $250 
million) for Youth Opportunity 
Grants, 4 percent of the excess for 
farmworker youth activities, and 
unspecified amount for a role model 
academy project 
 
 

Similar to Youth Opportunity Grants 
under current law. No funding can be 
made available until Youth formula 
reaches $1 billion. Beyond that, up to 
$250 million can be used for national 
grants--renamed Youth Challenge 
Grants 
 
Retains the setasides for farmworker 
youth activities. Adds a ceiling of 
$10,000,000 in a fiscal year for support 
of these activities – Secretary shall 
reserve the greater of $10,000,000 or 4 
percent…to provide youth activities 
under section 167.”    

Following Administration 
proposal, requires that 25% of the 
Youth formula funding be held at 
the national level for Youth 
Challenge Grants.   
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127(b)(C) 33.3% unemployed in areas of 
substantial unemployment  
33.3% excess unemployed  
33.3% number of disadvantaged 
youth 
(90%/130% hold harmless)    
 

33.3% youth age 16-21 
33.3% unemployment  
33.3% disadvantaged youth 
(90%/130% hold harmless)    

WIA formula factors for up to FY 
03 funding 
 
If funding increases above FY 03 
allotment, the formula shifts (for 
this excess funding only) to same 
factors as in Senate bill.   

 

Sec 128 Within State Allocations 
Youth  

   

128(a) Allows the governor to reserve 15% 
of the Youth formula to the state for 
statewide activities. The remaining 
85% is formula allocated to local 
areas.     

Same as current law.   10% of the Youth funding is held 
at the state level for statewide 
activities & state administration. 
There are allowable uses of these 
funds but no required uses.  
 
90% of the funding is allocated as 
follows: 80% by federal formula 
and 20% at the discretion of the 
governor.     
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128(c)(2) The amount available for 
reallocation of funds for program 
year is equal to the unobligated 
funds in excess of 20 percent from 
just the previous program year.   

The amount available for reallocation is 
equal to the unexpended balance (based 
on accruals) in a program year in excess 
of 30 percent.  Includes amounts from 
all previous programs years.   

Same as Senate bill. But House 
defines “accrued expenditures” 
differently.  

 

Sec. 129 Use of Funds for Youth 
Activities  
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129(a) Declares purposes for WIA youth 
activities 
 
  

Instead, inserts a new section on “Youth 
Participant Eligibility,” as follows: 
 
1) Out-of-School Youth, age 16 to 21, 
and one of the following: a school 
dropout, compulsory school age but has 
not attended school for at least 1 
calendar year, may have a school 
diploma but lacks basic skills and is low 
income, or who is subject to juvenile 
justice and attending an alternative 
school, low income pregnant or 
parenting and not in school, homeless, 
runaway, foster child, or in out of home 
placement.    
 
2) In-School Youth, age 14 to 21, low 
income, and basic skills (including 
English language) deficient, homeless, 
foster child, pregnant or parenting, 
offender, OR needs help to complete an 
educational program to get or hold 
employment.  
  
Neither states nor localities may spend 
more than 60 percent of their youth 
funds serving eligible in-school youth 

House bill also adds eligibility, 
but defines youth as 16 to 24.  
House bill also adds priority for 
school dropouts.  
 
Not more than 30 percent of funds 
available can be used to provide 
activities for in-school youth.     

Current law defines youth 
eligibility under Sec 101(13) as 
a youth 14 to age 21, etc. Both 
the Senate and House measures 
strike this language and refer to 
section 129(a).    

129(c)(4) Requires a minimum of 30 percent 
of WIA youth funds to be used for 
serving out-of-school youth 

Eliminates this requirement, which was 
addressed earlier in a new section 
129(a)(2) 
 

Same as Senate bill   
 

 CHAPTER 5 – ADULT AND 
DISLOCATED WORKER 
TRAINING AND 
EMPLOYMENT     

   

Sec 131 General Authorization     
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 Authorizes Secretary to make 
allotments to state of Adult and 
dislocated Worker funds.   

Senate bill retains funding streams as in 
current law  

Combines Wagner Peyser, 
Dislocated worker, and Adults 
funding into a single grant. 
Renames Chapter 5 
“Comprehensive Employment 
and Training Activities for 
Adults” 

 

Sec 132 State Allotments     
132(a) Allows the Secretary to reserve 

20% of the Dislocated Worker 
appropriation for outlying areas, 
Dislocated Worker Technical 
Assistance [Sec. 170(b)], 
Dislocated Worker Projects [Sec. 
171(d)], and National Emergency 
Grants.   

Strikes use of 20% funds for Dislocated 
Worker Technical Assistance and 
Dislocated Worker Projects. Retains use 
for NEGs, but changes name to 
“National Dislocated Worker Grants.”    

Allows the Secretary to reserve 
only 10% for these purposes. 
Specifies that not less than 75% 
to be used for National Dislocated 
Worker Grants (changes name 
from NEGs), not more than 20% 
for national Demonstration 
Projects  (Sec 171), and not more 
than 5% for Technical Assistance 
(Sec. 170).   

 

132(b) Adult:  
33.3% unemployed in areas of 
substantial unemployment (ASU) 
33.3% excess unemployed  
33.3% number of disadvantaged 
adults  
(90%/130% hold harmless)   
Dislocated Worker: 
33.3% unemployed  
33.3% excess unemployed  
33.3% unemployed for 15 weeks or 
more  
(no hold harmless) 
 

Adult: 
40% unemployed in ASUs  
25% civilian labor force  
35% disadvantaged adults  
(90%/130% hold harmless)   
 
Dislocated Workers: 
Retains current law  

Base Formula (Wagner-Peyser 
factors) – 26%  
Consolidated Formula -- 75% 
60% unemployment  
25% excess unemployment 
15% disadvantaged adults  
(90%/130% hold harmless)  
 
If the overall funding for the base 
formula exceeds the FY 03 level, 
additional funds will be 
distributed based on a state’s 
relative share of the civilian labor 
force.     
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132(c) Describes the amount of Dislocated 
Worker funds subject to 
reallotment among states is equal 
to the amount by which the 
unobligated balance exceeds 20% 
of the allotments.     

Changes “unboligated” to “Accrued 
Expenditures” and increases the 
percentage to 30%.   

Same as Senate bill   

Sec 133 Within State Allocation      
133 (a) Separate funding streams for Adult 

and Dislocated Workers.  
Governor shall reserve 15% of each 
of the funding steams (including 
youth) for statewide activities and 
up to 25% of the Dislocated Worker 
funding stream for statewide 
activities. The remaining funds 
(85% Adult, 60% Dislocated 
Worker) are allocated to local areas 
by federal formula.    

No change in Senate bill. (But does 
require co-location of Wagner Peyser in 
at least one comprehensive One-Stop in 
each area.)   

The House bill combines the 
Adult, Dislocated Worker, and 
Wagner Peyser funding streams. 
Of this “combined grant,” the 
state retains 50%, and the other 
50% is sent locally by formula 
(80% by federal formula and 
20%.  
 
The bill requires that half of the 
state’s allocation of the “block 
grant” be used to support the 
provision of core services in local 
One-Stops. The Governor has the 
choice of either allocating the 
funds to the local WIBs through a 
formula established in 
consultation with the State WIB 
and local boards, or through an 
in-kind contribution of  “State 
Personnel” to selected One-Stops. 
The provision of Core services 
though the use of these funds 
must be consistent with the local 
plan.  
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133 (c)(2) The amount available for 
reallocation of funds for program 
year is equal to the unobligated 
funds in excess of 20 percent from 
just the previous program year.   

The amount available for reallocation is 
equal to the unexpended balance (based 
on accruals) in a program year in excess 
of 30 percent.  Includes amounts from 
all previous programs years.   

Same as Senate bill. But House 
defines “accrued expenditures” 
differently. 

 

Sec 134 Use of Funds for Employment 
and Training Activities  

   

134 (a)(3)(A)  Describes allowable uses of funds 
for additional statewide 
employment and training activities   

Senate bill adds language around 
serving businesses: implementing 
program s or strategies including 
incumbent worker training program s, 
sectoral and industry cluster 
strategies…career ladder programs, 
micro-enterprise and entrepreneurial 
training, utilization of business 
intermediaries, etc.     

  

134(d)(1)  Adds that funds shall be used to 
designate a dedicated business liason in 
the local area to develop relationships 
with large and small employers 

  

134(d)(2) Sets up a sequence for clients in 
receiving WIA core, intensive and 
training services. To be eligible for 
intensive services, a participant 
must be unemployed and unable to 
obtain employment under core 
services. For training services, a 
participant must meet the eligibility 
requirements for intensive services 
and be unable to obtain or retain 
employment though such services  

Senate bill eases sequence of services 
by leaving the participants eligibility for 
intensive or training services up to the 
One-Stop operator who--after an 
interview, assessment or evaluation—
determines whether the client current 
services are adequate to move him or 
her into  “Self Sufficiency” as 
determined by a One-Stop operator or 
One-Stop partner. Senate language also 
includes a special rule under both 
intensive and training services that a 
new interview or assessment is not 
required if the operator chooses to use a 
recent assessment from a previous 
training or education program.   
 

Adds eligibility language for 
intensive and training services to 
include clients who are “unlikely 
or unable to obtain suitable 
employment” as determined by a 
One-Stop operator. The definition 
of suitable employment is left up 
to the governor to determine. 
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134(e)  Adds volumes of language under 
Permissible Activities to encourage: 
coordination with economic 
development activities; linkages of local 
employers with One-Stops; business 
services and strategies, including 
sectoral, industry cluster, regional skills 
alliances, career ladder, skills 
upgrading, apprenticeship, brokering 
services for businesses (including the 
aggregation of training for employers 
with similar interests, products, 
workforce needs), marketing business 
services, etc.          

Not in House bill   

134(e)  Allows local boards to use up to 10 
percent of their funds to provide, as the 
federal share, training to incumbent 
workers, in conjunction with employers. 
The Senate further stipulates that 
employers would be expected to share 
the costs of the training on a sliding 
scale similar to that proposed for 
customized training—ranging from 10 
percent for employers with fewer than 
50 employees to 50 percent for 
employers with over 100 employees.  
 
 

Similar to Senate bill   
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Sec 136 Performance Accountability 
System  

   

136 (b) System consists of Core indicators 
and customer satisfaction measure. 
Core indicators consist of 1) entry 
into unsubsidized employment, 2) 
retention in unsubsidized 
employment 6 months after entry 
into employment, 3) earnings in 
unsubsidized employment after 6 
months, 4) attainment of credential.  
 
Core indicators for youth include 1) 
attainment of basic skills, 2) 
attainment of secondary school 
diplomas or equivalents, 3) 
placement and retention in 
postsecondary education or 
advanced training, military service, 
employment, or qualified 
apprenticeships.      

The Senate bill does not include the 
efficiency measure. It retains customer 
satisfaction and the credential language. 
Senate measure also contains under 
“Additional Indicators” language that a 
state can identify indicators--in 
collaboration with local boards, 
business and industry associations, and 
employee representatives--that measure 
the performance of the system in 
serving the workforce needs and 
business and industry.    
 
Slightly changes core indicators for 
youth: 1) entry into employment, 
education or advanced training, or 
military service; 2) attainment of 
secondary school diplomas or 
equivalents; 3) literacy or numeracy 
gains        
 

Reduces the number of measures, 
deletes the credential rate and the 
customer satisfaction measure and 
adds an efficiency measure.  
 
Also strikes language in current 
law that indicators would not 
pertain to self-service and 
information activities.  
 
The House measures are: 1) entry 
into unsubsidized employment; 2) 
retention in employment six 
months after entry; 3) increases in 
earnings; 4) and an efficiency 
measure that would be adjusted to 
reflect characteristics of local 
economies and clients.  
 
Core indicators for youth are 
same as Senate but adds an 
efficiency measure  
 
 

Senate approach of not 
including efficiency measure 
and retaining customer 
satisfaction is preferable 

 


