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Executive Summary

This tool kit provides an updated overview of Utah’s 
innovative approach to managing and allocating fed-
eral funds for workforce development and social 
assistance programs. Utah’s designation as a single- 
state area under the Workforce Investment Act and 
Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) 
has enhanced its ability to leverage federal funds. By 
integrating WIOA Title I funds into the cost-allocation 
mechanism, Utah has created an efficient and com-
prehensive one-stop approach to administering 
workforce and human services programs, allowing 
employees to work on multiple programs without the 
burden of extensive time and effort reporting.

The state’s system promotes the integration of 
larger programs, such as Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families, with core services, while smaller 
programs such as WIOA are used for direct training. 

Utah’s ability to oversee all employment and train-
ing funds enables quick resource reallocation to 
areas with urgent economic, natural disaster, and 
social needs.

By centralizing and integrating benefit adminis-
tration, Utah has simplified the application and qual-
ification processes for individuals seeking assistance. 
Clients can access a single employment center and 
work with a dedicated case manager who identifies 
suitable services based on individual needs and cir-
cumstances. This approach reduces complexity and 
places the burden of navigating the system on the 
state rather than the individual. This approach is sup-
ported and supplemented by Utah’s unique report-
ing and accountability relationship with the federal 
government that reduces administrative burdens and 
increases efficiency.
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The American Enterprise Institute has published 
a variety of reports and materials focused on 

the United States’ public workforce system—its his-
tory, programs, and practices—and its implications 
for today’s economy, such as the increasing need for 
workers with higher levels of technical and noncog-
nitive skills. As we emerge from the COVID-induced 
recession of 2020 and its effects, looking for best  
practices in the delivery of federal employment and 
training resources is more important than ever as the 
US seeks to rebuild an economy that is participatory 
and improving.

Much of the public workforce system’s legacy is 
one of questionable outcomes and performance, yet 
successive Congresses and presidential administra-
tions continue to authorize additional employment 
and training programs and increase federal appropri-
ations, especially during the post-COVID era. Just in 
the past year—through the CHIPS and Science Act, 
the Inflation Reduction Act, and the fiscal year 2023 
omnibus appropriations—billions of dollars have 
been authorized and appropriated through myriad 
federal agencies to address worker skills, social mobil-
ity, unemployment and underemployment, and labor 
force attachment.

It is imperative that federal policymakers rec-
ognize public workforce system performance and 
prioritize support for models that achieve greater 
results in more efficient ways. Since passage of the 

Workforce Investment Act (WIA) in 1998, we now 
have over two decades of experience to inform 
policies and practices. To that end, this tool kit is 
designed to recognize one of the models that has 
proven performance and results—the Utah Depart-
ment of Workforce Services (DWS).

In a 2020 AEI report titled “Utah Department of 
Workforce Services: A System Integration Model,”  
I documented the unique features of the Utah 
approach that have led to what is arguably the most 
integrated and efficient public workforce system 
in the US.1 As states look to implement reforms 
post-COVID, this tool kit builds on the 2020 report  
to provide information and explanations about the 
components of the Utah DWS model that have been 
crucial to implementing this approach.

The tool kit is divided into three major parts:  
(1) innovation in governance, (2) innovation in ser-
vice delivery, and (3) innovation in financial manage-
ment. These three areas form the foundation for the 
Utah DWS’s success and continued improvements 
in delivering services and addressing the needs of 
employers, workers, and job seekers.

Innovation in Governance

“Governance” refers to how states organize their 
programs and the extent to which integration in 
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governance functions streamlines the administration 
of employment and training and public assistance pro-
grams, leading to more direct services provision. This 
section focuses on three specific Utah innovations:  
(1) the single-state designation, (2) state and regional 
division of authority, and (3) program consolidation.

Utah’s Single-State Designation. The Workforce 
Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) establishes 
the state and local workforce system, which provides 
employment and job training services through an 
array of federally funded programs. WIOA structures 
the delivery of employment and job training services 
through the creation of Local Workforce Develop-
ment Areas (LWDA).2 LWDAs are regions in a state, 
designated by the governor, that are expected to 
align with labor market and economic development 
areas and have the resources available to effectively  
administer activities under WIOA.

Activities authorized by WIOA occur in LWDAs 
and are overseen by local workforce development 
boards (LWDB). These activities include conduct-
ing strategic planning for the region, identifying eli-
gible providers for training, operating (or identifying 
contractors to operate) one-stop centers, managing 
budgets, and negotiating and meeting annual perfor-
mance measures.

Governors designate LWDAs based on provisions 
in WIOA. These provisions allow LWDAs that were 
designated as local areas under WIOA’s predeces-
sor, the WIA, to remain intact unless they agree to a 
re-designation or fail to meet significant performance 
and fiscal-integrity requirements.

States that were designated as single-state LWDAs 
as of July 1, 2013, were grandfathered into the law and 
allowed to remain as such after passage. Single-state 
designation means there are no LWDAs and there-
fore no local boards, allowing the state workforce 
development board (SWDB) to assume the functions 
typically administered by local boards. The state, 
therefore, manages all funding, one-stop centers, 
and staff throughout the entire system but engages 
locally through state-designated administrative and 
economic service areas to ensure local workforce and 
training needs are met.

Problem Statement. Local and regional economies are 
dynamic, not static. WIOA requirements for LWDAs 
mean that boundaries are designed based on histor-
ical and political considerations rather than modern 
economic regional dynamics. Further, governors are 
hamstrung in responding effectively to “real-time” 
changes to industries, markets, and economic con-
ditions. Administrative rigidities contribute to inef-
ficiencies inherent in having too many local areas, 
duplicative service delivery, and poor alignment with 
community college–service areas or state economic 
development regions.

Today, there are over 560 LWDAs across the 
country, with some states divided substantially, such 
as California (46), Texas (27), Florida (24), North 
Carolina (24), and New York (34). This has led to 
duplication of services and functions throughout 
the system, diverting resources away from direct 
employment and training services and maintaining 
arbitrary restrictions in a one-size-fits-all central-
ized approach to service delivery.

Innovation. In 1996, Utah passed legislation to recon-
struct and consolidate its localized workforce and 
public assistance programs, and the regional area des-
ignations under which they were operating, into one 
statewide authority, the Department of Workforce 
Services (DWS). Because this happened before the 
enactment of WIA in 1998, the state has been able to 
maintain its single-state designation under both WIA 
and WIOA. Under federal law, Utah is not required to 
have local workforce areas.

Under state law, DWS manages services and 
resources through economic service areas. Until 
2016, local economic service areas had advisory 
boards that provided input regarding local service 
delivery. Federal funds do not flow to these separate 
areas through LWDAs, but local leaders do have input 
into service delivery, organization, and priorities.

This single-state designation reduces inefficien-
cies and simplifies administration throughout Utah’s 
workforce and human services system.

Administrative efficiencies. The one-stop deliv-
ery system was intended to provide job seekers, 
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workers, and employers with access to federally 
funded employment and training services under a 
single physical and virtual one-stop system. Unfor-
tunately, the goal of a true one-stop delivery system 
has remained largely unfulfilled.

In non-single-area states, LWDAs are required to 
establish at least one comprehensive one-stop career 
center, which includes the associated infrastructure 
and staffing costs. Yet because these services are 
funded through different federal appropriations and 
federal agencies, they are often administered by dif-
ferent state agencies. States distribute WIOA funds 
to local areas, while other federal program funds may 
stay with the state and be delivered in local communi-
ties by state employees or through separate, local staff 
and infrastructure. The result of this fragmentation is 
that workers and job seekers must access two to four 
different physical locations or systems to obtain the 
services needed for employment.

Utah’s single-state designation and accompany-
ing program-consolidation efforts have allowed for a 
one-stop system in which physical one-stop centers 
are located where they are most needed. DWS also 
can maintain consistent virtual service options. DWS 
officials change strategic priorities as the economy 
changes and worker and employer needs evolve. This 
all aids in reducing infrastructure and administrative 
overhead costs, allowing for funds to be better tar-
geted toward direct customer services.

Funding flexibilities. Some of the largest funding 
streams consolidated at DWS include Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF); Vocational 
Rehabilitation; WIOA adult, dislocated worker, and 
youth programs; Wagner-Peyser employment ser-
vices; Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(SNAP) benefits and employment and training; and 
subsidized childcare for working parents. Funding 
supports local employment, training, and support 
services, while the state retains the ability to shift 
funds around as demand grows or contracts. Unlike 
in the federal WIOA process, Utah does not have to 
recapture or reallocate funds to LWDAs.

Before DWS was created, a customer might have 
gone to several different agencies and been assigned 

a separate case manager at each location. Today, each 
customer has one case manager and team deliver-
ing the services most appropriate for employment. 
Staff are assigned service roles such as eligibility 
intake, employment and training support, and busi-
ness services, regardless of the funding source or 
program-specific requirements. This allows Utah to 
focus on service provision rather than program eli-
gibility when addressing the needs of job seekers, 
workers, and employers.

Service consistencies. Utah has implemented and 
maintained a consistent one-stop delivery system 
for decades. Because of a consistent delivery struc-
ture implemented through DWS, the state has been 
able to integrate additional programs such as SNAP, 
Medicaid, and housing programs, which can be noto-
riously cumbersome to administer. Staff delivering 
the array of DWS programs are employed by a single 
organization under a consistent policy and practices 
framework, are provided uniform training, and use a 
common case-management system.

Because DWS operates all one-stop centers in 
Utah and does not devolve funds to LWDAs, the 
system’s branding is consistent, and operations and 
procedures are the same throughout. Due to the 
single-state designation, programs, funding, and per-
formance accountability are all overseen and coordi-
nated at the state level, allowing each one-stop center 
to focus on providing uniform direct services to cus-
tomers. This creates a seamless experience for every 
participant no matter which center they access in  
any community.

Conclusion. Since WIOA requires governors to rec-
ognize LWDAs that existed before WIOA enactment, 
there are limited options under current WIOA law 
for states to streamline and consolidate workforce 
and human services programs. To support streamlin-
ing, consolidation, and innovation, Congress should 
consider waivers and other statutory changes that 
would increase flexibility for states to pursue innova-
tive approaches along the lines of Utah’s experience. 
Existing waiver and demonstration authorities, such 
as Section 1115 of the Social Security Act, may also 
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provide avenues for experimentation, innovation, and 
replication of successful reform practices.3

Utah’s State and Regional Governance. The 
United States public workforce system is governed 
by a series of state and local workforce development 
boards (WDB), which are created and authorized 
under WIOA. Each state designates LWDAs based on 
parameters outlined in WIOA. Throughout the US, 
there are roughly 560 of them.4

Each state has an SWDB charged the oversees  
workforce development policies and programs. 
LWDBs are responsible for overseeing workforce 
development activities in regions and communi-
ties, managing the local one-stop center system, 
and developing a memorandum of understanding to  
share costs among federal partner programs.

Membership of state and local WDBs is man-
dated under WIOA. LWDBs must have 30 or more 
members to meet WIOA’s requirements,5 and emp- 
loyer representatives must make up a majority of 
board members.

Problem Statement. State and local WDBs’ purposes, 
roles, and oversight responsibilities are created and 
described under WIOA, specifically for the programs 
authorized by WIOA Title I: adult, dislocated worker, 
and youth. However, while state and local WDBs are 
envisioned to have oversight responsibility for other 
core and required partner programs as defined in 
WIOA, this input and oversight is limited based on 
the extent to which state and local program officials 
coordinate programming and policies.

Further, due to the number of LWDAs and LWDBs, 
service delivery and program engagement look dif-
ferent from community to community. Therefore, 
employers, workers, and job seekers do not expe-
rience consistent approaches or levels of service 
in addressing worker skill shortages or increased 
employment opportunities.

Innovation. By creating the DWS, Utah stream-
lined its governance structure. As part of the ini-
tial reform effort, Utah consolidated individual 
program oversight boards into a single SWDB. The 

current SWDB membership and representatives 
meet WIOA’s requirements.

Utah’s local governance structure is also defined 
in state law. Because Utah is a single-state area and 
thus one statewide local area under WIOA, the SWDB 
also serves the function of the LWDBs as outlined in 
WIOA. Therefore, there is consistent oversight for 
the entire state workforce development system.

Further, in 1996 and 1997 reform legislation, Utah 
created five “administrative” regions and multiple 
“economic service areas” to govern both DWS and 
WIOA programs.6 The administrative regions are 
staffed by DWS employees and led by a regional direc-
tor, who manages the agency’s day-to-day operations. 
Each regional director is required to be experienced 
in the administration and operations of these pro-
grams and report regularly to the SWDB.7

As part of the service-region design, until 2016, 
Utah law also authorized regional workforce advi-
sory boards to monitor activities in economic ser-
vice areas while collecting input and insight into 
workforce skill needs and job-growth strategies. 
Utah created and now maintains economic service 
areas based on how these areas align with economic 
development, transportation and infrastructure,  
and local labor markets.

Because economic service areas are functions 
of state law and policy, unlike the WIOA-defined 
LWDAs, Utah can update the number and loca-
tion of these areas according to population shifts 
and growth; changes in city, suburban, and rural 
areas; or changes in economic and labor market 
conditions. Economic service area alignment must 
also factor in the number of individuals receiving 
employment and training services and public assis-
tance benefits from a wide range of federal and  
state programs.8

Conclusion. Utah’s aligned and state-defined gover-
nance system alleviates the burdens and mandates 
required under WIOA that often interfere with con-
sistent and efficient service delivery. Utah’s single- 
state area and commensurate governance structure 
have afforded Utah businesses and workers opportu-
nities to realize consistent, quality services tailored 
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to their unique labor markets and economic sec-
tors. Further, board governance aligned to a state 
department that directly administers the full host 
of federal and state employment and training pro-
grams means that board members have direct 
input into the entire system, not just a handful of 
programs operating alongside others that are sepa-
rately administered.

Utah’s Workforce and Public Assistance Pro-
gram Consolidation. Today, there are more than 
40 employment and training programs across the 
federal government serving similar populations 
with similar services. These programs total more 
than $18 billion annually and are scattered across 
nine different federal agencies, including the US 
Departments of Education, Labor, and Health and 
Human Services (HHS).

In states, multiple state agencies allocate these 
federal resources and must adhere to different 
rules and requirements under each program. Since 
the 1998 WIA, states have been required to colo-
cate programs in physical buildings, known as com-
prehensive and affiliate one-stop centers. There are 
more than 2,400 of these centers across the coun-
try, and many house close to 20 federal programs, 
which are often administered by separate state and 
local staff.

Problem Statement. While the one-stop system cre-
ated under WIA and continued under WIOA was 
supposed to bring disparate programs and funding 
under one service-delivery mechanism, most states 
still maintain multiple delivery systems and loca-
tions. For instance, in most communities, workers, 
job seekers, and low-income residents access any-
where from two to four different systems and as 
many office locations to partake of all employment, 
training, and support services available to them.

The process that funnels programs and dollars 
from multiple federal agencies to multiple state 
agencies, requiring administration at both the 
state and local levels, has not yielded efficient and 
customer-focused service delivery.9 Additionally, 
dividing program administration among multiple 

state and local government agencies builds redun-
dancies and administrative inefficiencies and costs 
into these systems. These include staffing redun-
dancies and duplicate case-management systems, 
business services teams, and data and performance 
systems.

The most important negative effect of this siloing 
is that staff of these different agencies and programs 
cannot implement a comprehensive and cohesive set 
of services for participants most in need of help. Coor-
dinating different case-management and data sys-
tems, cost-sharing agreements, and service-delivery 
designs produces management challenges. This all 
creates a confusing maze of programs for individu-
als and businesses to navigate, limiting the impact 
of federal and state employment and training dol-
lars in addressing poverty, unemployment, and labor  
force attachment.

Innovation. In 1992, Utah conducted an audit to review 
its workforce development system and propose a 
plan to better coordinate employment and training 
efforts throughout the state. The audit found that 
“federal and state governments have created one 
employment and training program after another with-
out adequately addressing how they should relate 
to similar existing programs.”10 It identified 23 sep-
arate state and federal programs administered by  
six separate state agencies in Utah—each created by 
separate legislation, with separate advisory boards 
and regional delivery offices. Although the state 
had created the Job Training Coordinating Council 
(JTCC) with a mandate to improve service coordi-
nation, each agency still had separate rules, report-
ing requirements, and annual planning schedules and 
deadlines. They also had different regional geogra-
phies that rarely conformed to one another.

The audit concluded, “More attention needs to be 
given to resolving the natural conflicts between agen-
cies that have resulted in ‘turfism’ and have made it 
difficult for agencies to agree on the role and author-
ity of the JTCC.”11 The report recommended that the 
governor appoint a strategic-planning task force of 
high-level government and business leaders to recom-
mend a more coordinated and streamlined redesign 
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of workforce development and that the state legisla-
ture support these plans by enacting legislation and 
funding to ensure its success.

In 1994, then–Utah Gov. Michael Leavitt appointed 
the workforce development task force, chaired by 
then–Lt. Gov. Olene Walker. Over the next 18 months, 
the task force reviewed Utah’s workforce develop-
ment and public assistance programs, finding sim-
ilar fragmentation and duplication as the audit had 
found. It recommended consolidating programs and 
funds to provide participants “improved access to ser-
vices” and “allow government to provide services at a 
lower cost so that more funds could be used to pro-
vide direct services to clients.”12 These recommen-
dations spurred the passage of House Bill 375, which 
mandated a one-year planning period to streamline 
these programs into one agency, the DWS.

House Bill 375 required a set of working groups 
made up of state employees, private-sector lead-
ers, labor union representatives, and employer and 
job-seeker customers. These groups reviewed a vari-
ety of issues, including coordinated service delivery 
among programs, organizational structure, facilities, 
and branding. Utah leadership also toured the state 
multiple times seeking input from regional and local 
leaders and program participants. Based on these 
reviews and conversations, state leaders began to 
redraw a coordinated set of regions based on geo-
graphic and labor market areas. They also began to 
consolidate organizational structures, department 
functions, and physical buildings.

In 1997, Senate Bill 166 officially created the new 
DWS, and House Bill 269 integrated the Office of 
Family Support, including the TANF program. This 
had significant budgetary impacts, as TANF was by 
far the largest source of federal funds for employ-
ment and training services and served some of 
neediest families in the state. Ultimately, DWS was 
launched that year, consolidating 36 job training and 
public assistance programs under five distinct divi-
sions with 1,718 employees.

Conclusion. What began as an attempt to bet-
ter coordinate 23 job training programs grew into 
an overall mission and guiding set of priorities 

aimed at strengthening “Utah’s communities by 
supporting the economic stability and quality of  
our workforce.”13

Today, nearly 30 years since the original audit 
was released, Utah has integrated all programs with 
employment and training responsibilities into one 
state agency. This includes TANF, SNAP, Vocational 
Rehabilitation, and support services such as Medicaid 
and housing assistance and subsidized childcare. Coor-
dinating workforce and public assistance programs  
has allowed tremendous flexibility in the way services 
are provided to customers.

The state has consolidated the application pro-
cess and case-management systems, aligning all pro-
grammatic eligibility intake, activities conducted, 
and outcomes achieved. This translates into a sin-
gle employment plan for a customer, with integrated 
employment counselor teams all working toward 
common customer goals. It also means efficiencies 
in resource administration, as all employment and 
training programs are under a consolidated manage-
ment structure at the state level.

Innovation in Service Delivery

Service delivery encompasses the processes and 
approaches to providing services to customers, includ-
ing employers, workers, and job seekers. This sec-
tion focuses on three specific Utah innovations: (1) a 
“one-door” approach, (2) the integration of unemploy-
ment insurance with workforce services, and (3) case- 
management consolidation.

Utah’s “One-Door” Approach. Under WIOA, every 
LWDA must have a minimum of one physical, com-
prehensive one-stop career center where an individ-
ual goes to receive employment and training services. 
Throughout the United States, there are more than  
560 local workforce areas with more than 2,400 one- 
stop centers.14 One-stop centers are also required 
to help business customers with recruitment and 
training services, including finding qualified talent 
and training providers to help a company expand or  
continue operations.
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In addition to one-stop centers, many states have 
traditional social and human services centers where 
an individual can access a variety of public assistance 
benefits, including programs such as TANF, Medicaid, 
or food assistance. There are also vocational rehabil-
itation centers across states that provide an array of 
services to individuals with disabilities.

All these centers often serve similar populations: 
those who are low income, unemployed, or under-
employed. Many provide career services, such as 
skills assessments, resume assistance, job placement, 
and training services, including occupational and 
work-readiness training.

Problem Statement. Most communities throughout 
the United States have multiple “doors” to receive 
services: (1) traditional one-stop centers, (2) social 
services offices, and (3) vocational rehabilitation cen-
ters, among others. Often, services are not colocated, 
despite WIOA’s intent, leaving many eligible partic-
ipants going to multiple physical locations for help. 
This also translates to having multiple case manag-
ers using different employment or training goals and  
plans of action, despite the significant overlap in ser-
vices these programs provide.

This system is complicated and confusing for 
job seekers and case managers juggling multiple pro-
grams and requirements. Businesses struggle with the  
system as well. A business may be contacted by sev-
eral different program representatives to help con-
nect job seekers to job opportunities—a problem 
exacerbated by requests from community colleges 
seeking to develop training programs to better equip 
workers for available jobs.

Innovation. In Utah, programs are integrated at the 
state level through the Utah DWS, and funds flow to 
30 local employment centers throughout the state. 
Due to the state’s single-state designation, DWS oper-
ates, manages, and staffs the employment centers. 
Therefore, all employment centers are branded the 
same, staff receive consistent and uniform training, 
intake is conducted similarly, and customers know 
the one physical location in a community that pro-
vides employment and social services.

Utah’s one-door approach is similar to a franchise 
model, whereby state leadership sets the operational 
standards globally and provides guidance and support 
to ensure consistent services are integrated while 
allowing for local leaders to design specific service 
strategies for regional businesses and workers.

From the outset of the workforce system’s rede-
sign in the mid-1990s, the governor and other leaders 
created an employment center–design task force that 
recommended a consistent set of standards, pro-
cedures, and staffing operations at each center. They 
also recommended similar signage and comparable 
floor plans to create a common atmosphere and expe-
rience. These recommendations were implemented 
from the outset of DWS’s existence on July 1, 1997. 
The ongoing philosophy has been to provide a con-
sistent set of high-quality services so that job seekers 
or employers, no matter what community they reside 
in, know what to expect when they walk through an 
employment center door.

One of the hallmarks of this system is the  
consolidation of all program-eligibility determina-
tions under one DWS division, Eligibility Services. 
This division determines participant eligibility for 
several programs, including food aid, cash assis-
tance, and health care. When an individual enters 
an employment center, staff can quickly determine 
what programs that individual is eligible for and 
then develop one comprehensive and strategic plan 
to help the individual find employment that will lead 
to self-sufficiency.

This system empowers staff to spend more time 
assessing an individual’s employment status, edu-
cational and skills levels, training needs, available 
financial resources, and family needs. Individu-
als are provided an employment counselor to devise 
and develop one strategic plan to access the range of  
benefits and employment and training services avail-
able to them. This true one-door approach reduces 
redundancies and expedites services.

Employers using Utah’s integrated workforce– 
human services system also benefit from this approach. 
One employment center employee can help an 
employer access an array of business services that 
may otherwise be administered by different agencies.  
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A business can get help with recruiting workers, 
managing human resources, obtaining job training 
tax credits, and accessing resources for incumbent 
worker training. In Utah, unlike in other states, the 
business customer is not contacted by staff from  
multiple agencies who are seeking jobs for different, 
or even the same, customers. One DWS business 
services staff member is assigned to an employer 
and works to help that business access the full array 
of federal and state resources to hire, train, and  
retain employees.

Conclusion. Delivering a consistent set of high-quality 
services to customers is not easy in any industry, 
but with federal government programs, it is always 
tougher because of program duplication and bureau-
cracy. Despite the morass of federal, state, and local 
job training programs, Utah has for decades imple-
mented and maintained a comprehensive one-stop 
delivery system that provides consistent, individually 
tailored services to its customers.

Utah’s Integration of Unemployment Insurance 
and Workforce Services. The United States unem-
ployment insurance (UI) system is a partnership 
between the federal government and the 50 states, 
the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the US 
Virgin Islands. Although federal law sets out broad 
financing and benefit requirements, the specifics for 
administering the benefits are established by state 
law and practice. States are responsible for deter-
mining benefit eligibility, levels, and duration. While 
each state UI system is unique, most states provide 
up to 26 weeks of UI benefits to eligible individu-
als who become involuntarily unemployed for eco-
nomic reasons.15

In addition to the common practice of 26 weeks, 
the federal law includes an automatic extension of 
UI benefits through the Extended Benefits (EB) pro-
gram.16 This program requires states to provide an 
additional 13 to 20 weeks of UI benefits in certain cir-
cumstances, depending on state law and economic 
conditions. Further, UI benefits determination and 
provision are often managed by state employees 
who have little interaction with local workforce 

development services, despite the programs’ shared 
goal of helping the unemployed while they look for 
full-time work.

The economic shock associated with the COVID-19 
pandemic significantly affected UI systems and pro-
grams.17 Congress made several temporary changes 
to the federal UI program that states implemented 
under emergency conditions. These changes included 
providing an extra $600 in federal benefits to supple-
ment the state benefit level and offering that bene-
fit to individuals who are traditionally not eligible for 
unemployment benefits, such as the self-employed. 
The federal law also created new categories of eligi-
bility: “unemployed, partially unemployed, or unable 
to work due to a specific COVID-19 reason” or “not 
able to telework and not receiving paid leave.” Con-
gress also changed the number of weeks a person 
could receive benefits by sandwiching an additional 
13 weeks between the weeks provided under state 
law and the 13 to 20 weeks provided for under the 
federal EB program.18

Problem Statement. The sudden expansion of UI due 
to COVID-19 required states to update their UI sys-
tems quickly to adhere to the new rules and regu-
lations and find additional staff to help administer 
the program to thousands of individuals accessing 
UI for the first time. Outdated systems, understaff-
ing, changing eligibility requirements, and a surge 
in claimants overwhelmed many state UI systems 
in 2020–21. This resulted in billions of dollars spent 
on fraudulent claims, while many of those who were 
truly eligible for UI benefits had to wait in long lines 
for days or months to receive their benefits.

Innovation. When Utah created DWS, state policy-
makers determined that colocating UI, workforce 
development, and a host of other social service–
program offices would be essential to redesigning 
its workforce and public assistance programs. Utah 
emphasized rapid labor force attachment through-
out its programs as it integrated departments and 
programs. It also trained staff on multiple policies 
and procedures to better help customers achieve  
and maintain self-sufficiency.
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The state cross-trained staff on different policies 
and programmatic operations to reduce inefficien-
cies in the system and provide a more uniform and 
consistent approach to service delivery. And since 
the state was the fiscal agent responsible for feder-
ally funded programs, it could easily move resources 
to specific initiatives if needed to build up staff and 
services in times of crisis. This proved to be crucial 
in spring 2020 when the global COVID-19 pandemic 
hit and the federal government made significant 
changes to the federal UI program administered  
by states.

Due to Utah’s integration of services, the state 
could pivot resources to cross-train staff and admin-
ister UI benefits quickly. The staff cross-training 
allowed DWS to quickly build up its UI teams and 
use well-established technology to reach thou-
sands of Utahns. The combination of colocation and 
cross-training had the added benefit of providing eli-
gible individuals with not only immediate financial 
relief but access to longer-term employment and 
training services.

At the outset of the EB season, DWS called UI 
claimants who were eligible for the extended benefit 
to inform them about the broad array of employment 
services DWS provides.19 Staff reached out to roughly 
41,000 UI claimants and connected with 40 percent 
of them—an unusually high percentage of connec-
tivity. DWS officials reasoned that so many Utahns 
answered the phone because they believed the state 
was calling them about the extended UI benefit. 
What they thought was a call about a benefit mor-
phed into a call about how DWS could help them 
find a job.

DWS used the calls to promote job fairs, skills 
assessments, and job training. DWS provided import-
ant information about workforce development ser-
vices that could help claimants find jobs. This 
service also helped ensure that people in need of UI 
benefits continued to receive them because these 
calls qualified as part of UI’s “work search” require-
ments. Thus, well-coordinated DWS outreach to 
UI claimants both mitigated hardships during the 
COVID-19 crisis and a provided pathway for finding  
a new job.

Conclusion. This unique model of reaching those suf-
fering from chronic unemployment can be traced 
directly back to why and how DWS was devised. Since 
the beginning of the pandemic, much focus has been 
placed on outdated or ineffective UI systems and the 
undue burdens placed on those systems. Several state 
UI systems failed to get UI payments to people on 
time and issued millions of payments based on fraud-
ulent claims.

Meanwhile, less attention has been placed on the 
integration of UI with employment and training ser-
vices and the extent to which UI claimants were pro-
vided reemployment services. This UI-workforce 
integration was a key advantage for DWS in provid-
ing comprehensive services to UI claimants during 
the COVID-19 pandemic. It was particularly advan-
tageous to have staff cross-trained on programmatic 
operations and policies at the local level so staff could 
be properly allocated to the activities and services 
necessary during the dramatic uptick in UI claims. In 
turn, this has helped contribute to Utah’s economic 
recovery—one of the fastest in the nation.

Utah’s Single Case-Management System. Federal 
government public assistance and workforce develop-
ment services are delivered to individual participants 
through case-management systems. In the workforce 
system, case managers, often called “employment 
counselors” or “career specialists,” provide a range of 
services that include skills assessments, job coaching, 
and referrals to job training. The goal of case manage-
ment is to provide participants with one-on-one sup-
port and guidance to meet an employment or training 
goal and access needed benefits that support such 
goals, leading to self-sufficiency and upward mobility.

Problem Statement. State agencies use case- 
management systems for many federally funded pro-
grams. A number of these programs serve similar 
and sometimes identical populations but have dupli-
cative systems and processes. For example, many 
federal public assistance programs—such as those 
providing food aid and cash assistance—also require 
participants to receive employment and training  
services to maintain social assistance eligibility. In 
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many states, this has led to individuals having two or 
three different case managers providing common yet 
often uncoordinated services.

The 2014 reauthorization of WIOA took some steps 
to assist states in creating a more holistic approach to 
case management. WIOA required governors to phys-
ically colocate similar programs, particularly TANF, 
in one-stop centers. WIOA also streamlined some of 
the performance metrics and planning processes for 
these programs to ease state administration.

TANF and WIOA allow many similar uses of 
funds: employment services, job training, and sup-
portive services. Since TANF is a large social services 
program that issues cash benefits to participants, 
case managers must focus on the rules and regu-
lations around participant services and eligibility; 
hence, focus and expertise may not be as connected 
to participants’ labor market outcomes. WIOA case 
managers’ primary responsibility is employment 
and training, and they may not be as connected to 
the supportive services available. Perhaps more 
importantly, each type of case manager keeps notes, 
works cases, and uploads documentation to separate 
case-management systems while participants use 
these and other programs.

Innovation. Utah created a completely integrated 
case-management system in which any Utah 
DWS employee providing case-management or 
employment-counseling services can document and 
see all case-management notes and services provided. 
In addition, DWS team members can identify other 
services a participant might need and create imme-
diate connections within the DWS services portfolio 
and outside to other agencies. Because DWS is also 
programmatically integrated, many services partic-
ipants need (such as childcare, food assistance, and 
disability services) are truly one stop away.

In 1999, DWS developed one of the first com-
prehensive case-management systems in the nation, 
known as Utah’s Workforce System (UWORKS).20 
This system has gone through multiple iterations 
since it was first established, but it maintains its 
core mission of tracking the employment and train-
ing activities of all customers—both job seekers 

and employers—from initial contact through full 
employment, so that employment counselors can 
spend more time on providing hands-on, direct ser-
vices rather than navigating the maze of federal 
programs. Since UWORKS tracks all activities and 
outcomes for every employment and training pro-
gram under one system, case managers see the com-
plete picture of participant engagement.

In addition, UWORKS assists staff and partici-
pants in determining eligibility for a multitude of 
programs, including WIOA, TANF, SNAP, and sub-
sidized childcare. UWORKS also tracks an individ-
ual’s progress throughout his or her engagement in 
these programs. The system integrates local labor 
market information data and provides access to 
performance outcomes for different education and 
training providers in the state.

The breadth of data UWORKS collects and man-
ages is the key to reducing duplication of services 
and increasing informed decision-making by both 
staff and participants. The system is fully accessible 
online, allowing customers to see their information 
from anywhere without having to go into a physical 
office. This is important because Utah has vast geo-
graphic distances with smaller populations, making it 
challenging to access workforce services at physical 
locations. It also means that Utah was better prepared 
than most states to provide important employment 
and social services during the COVID-19 pandemic 
amid a drastic economic downturn.

In addition to establishing and improving UWORKS, 
the state centralized most of its eligibility program 
staff and services under one division at DWS— 
Eligibility Services—in 2009.21 Today, Eligibility 
Services provides thousands of Utahns with a sin-
gle destination to determine accurate benefits and 
a comprehensive plan for addressing basic needs 
and gaining employment and self-sufficiency. Staff 
are now continuously trained on multiple programs 
under DWS’s portfolio, ensuring consistency in poli-
cies and procedures across myriad programs.

At the local level, the system DWS established 
translates into staff conducting work based on func-
tional areas such as administration, eligibility intake, 
employment and training activities, and business 
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services. It also means customers have one point of 
contact with one employment plan, helping them 
access benefits and services while focusing on obtain-
ing good jobs.

Conclusion. To date, Utah is one of a handful of states 
providing comprehensive case management for mul-
tiple programs, including WIOA and TANF. Although 
the state started this process over 20 years ago, many 
approaches applied in DWS are available to states 
today. Establishing a lead employment counselor to 
manage a participant’s needs and ability to access an 
array of services through a comprehensive manage-
ment system has been key to Utah’s success in pro-
viding tailored services to Utah citizens efficiently  
and effectively.

Further, technology makes it much easier to estab-
lish a single-base case-management system across 
multiple programs. States now have access to much 
more sophisticated and affordable systems that can 
manage the complexity of numerous federal and state 
programs, leverage their funds, and provide custom-
ized service to individuals.

Innovation in Financial Management

“Financial management” refers to the wide array of  
fiscal requirements placed on federal-funds recipients 
and to the framework for managing different program 
funds and rules. This section focuses on two specific 
Utah innovations: (1) its cost-allocation methodology 
and (2) its braiding of federal funds.

Utah’s Cost-Allocation Methodology. States rec- 
eiving federal block and formula grant funds must 
demonstrate how many of their citizens are receiving 
services from each federal program as part of program 
reporting requirements. For example, the United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) requires 
states to report how many customers receive SNAP 
benefits to determine the appropriate level of funds 
allocated to SNAP and ensure SNAP funds are not 
being misspent or misdirected. To make that calcula-
tion for the USDA and other federal agencies, a state 

must adhere to complex federal regulations known as 
“cost allocation.”22

In the federal government, cost allocation is a 
process of accounting and recording the full costs 
of services provided, including both the direct costs, 
such as staff salaries and materials, and the indi-
rect costs, such as overhead and shared services. To 
receive grant funds from the federal government, 
states are required to submit a formal cost-allocation 
plan governed by the federal Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB). OMB’s “Uniform Administrative 
Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Require-
ments for Federal Awards” (known as “Uniform 
Guidance”) establishes the principles and standards 
for a state when allocating federal funds.23

One common method to determine cost allocation 
is to use time sheets to charge programs directly for 
personnel costs. Under this method, if an employee 
works on only one program, that employee’s costs 
are allocated 100 percent to that one federal program. 
If an employee spends time working among multi-
ple federal programs, a detailed time sheet must be 
filled out specifying how many hours were worked on  
each program.

Problem Statement. There are many federal programs 
to assist low-income individuals and their fami-
lies, including financial assistance, food assistance 
(SNAP), health care assistance (Medicaid), and hous-
ing assistance. The sheer number of these programs 
and commensurate requirements creates a complex 
patchwork of available services in which state and 
local governments must allocate costs across all pro-
grams and often report spending separately to each 
federal agency responsible for providing federal  
program allotments. This makes the accounting pro-
cesses required for managing federal funds bureau-
cratic and time-consuming.

Innovation. In 1996, in preparation for the cre-
ation of DWS, Utah devised and tested a new fiscal 
methodology to determine cost allocation. The new 
methodology—random moment time sample or 
study (RMTS)—was subsequently approved by the 
federal government in 1997.24 Additionally, until  
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2011, DWS was funded through a single line item in 
the state budget, which allowed funds to be shifted 
across programs without state legislative approval.25

Under the RMTS system, employees do not have  
to fill out daily time sheets with estimates on how 
much time they spend working with customers eligi-
ble for various programs. Rather, RMTS is a system 
that randomly selects employees at unannounced 
times during the workday and asks them a series of 
questions to determine work activity.

Specifically, a random set of employees is polled 
electronically throughout the day. These polling 
moments are known as RMTS strikes. When a strike 
occurs, the worker is asked a series of questions to 
determine the funding source that best aligns with 
the employee’s reported activity.

DWS conducts more than 3,000 strikes quarterly 
and uses these data to track monthly expenses and 
costs by offices, programs, and activities. Managers 
can then track their budgets against actual expen-
ditures to make appropriate adjustments to services 
and staff.

This innovative approach to allocating costs for 
a variety of federal programs is foundational for 
empowering the state to productively braid federal 
funding streams to serve its customers “in a holistic 
and individual-centric manner.”26

In addition to approving the RMTS cost-allocation 
system, the federal government assigned one federal 
agency, the HHS, to serve as the “cognizant” agency 
and single point of contact on cost-allocation issues 
and questions. This step radically simplified Utah’s 
relationship to federal agencies as it reports its use 
of federal funds. For example, even if DWS has a 
cost-allocation amendment affecting a non-HHS fed-
eral agency, such as the USDA, DWS contacts HHS, 
which is responsible for coordinating with the USDA 
and other federal agencies.

At the same time as DWS was implementing and 
testing its innovative cost-allocation system, the US 
Department of Labor recognized Utah as a desig-
nated single state under the WIA of 1998 and subse-
quently under WIOA. This designation meant that 
WIOA Title I funds could be included in the new 
cost-allocation mechanism that applied to several 

federal programs administered by the state. If Utah 
had not been granted the single-state designation 
before WIA and WIOA, it would have been required 
to adhere to WIOA Title I fund requirements, in 
which a percentage of the allotment is sent directly 
to fiscal agents (typically counties) serving LWDAs. 
Under federal regulations, the responsibility for local 
cost allocation is divided among representatives of 
state and local agencies delivering services funded  
by federal WIOA partner programs.

Since DWS was created to streamline and custom-
ize services to individuals in their unique circum-
stances, a DWS employee could be working on several 
different programs throughout the day. Without the 
RMTS system, DWS employees would be unduly bur-
dened with time and effort reporting, and financial 
staff would spend unnecessary time developing and 
monitoring a complicated cost-allocation plan while 
working with multiple federal agencies. RMTS, com-
bined with the single-state designation for WIOA 
programs, empowered the state to create a genuine 
one-stop approach to designing, administering, and 
reporting on a wide range of workforce and human 
services programs.

Conclusion. Efforts to consolidate programs and lever-
age funds across multiple federal programs can only 
be successful if the state has developed and modeled 
a mechanism for administering those program funds 
to support a diversified and individualized approach  
to customer service.

The federal government must approve fiscal inno-
vation in distributing federal funds, and it is more 
likely to approve innovations that are tested, mod-
eled, and shown to be efficient and effective in serv-
ing the diverse needs of low-income populations. 
Creating a cost-allocation mechanism to apply uni-
versally to a variety of employment and human ser-
vices programs has allowed Utah to focus more time 
on services and less time on unnecessary bureaucracy.  
DWS staff have indicated that interfacing with only 
one federal agency on cost-allocation issues has saved 
significant time and avoided confusion that comes 
from having multiple conversations with various fed-
eral agencies.
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Utah’s Braiding of Federal Funds. There are over 
40 federal programs providing education and train-
ing services to unemployed and underemployed US 
citizens. Funding from these federal programs is 
provided to states through different federal agen-
cies, each with its own authorizing statute, line-item 
appropriation, and eligibility criteria. Many of the 
programs are funded by formula grants to states 
based on factors such as unemployment rates and 
the number of disadvantaged individuals. Depend-
ing on the program, states either distribute funding 
locally or provide services through state agencies 
and employees.

Under WIOA, the federal government distributes 
funding to states and measures performance through 
six core programs, including WIOA’s Title I adult, dis-
located worker, and youth services programs; Title II  
adult education and literacy program; Title III Wagner- 
Peyser Act employment service program; and Title IV  
vocational rehabilitation services for individuals with 
disabilities.27 Services are provided through the one- 
stop system, which can also deliver a number of 
other federally funded employment and training 
programs, including TANF and SNAP employment 
and training services. In 2021, the federal govern-
ment distributed close to $15 billion in workforce 
development funding through both formula and dis-
cretionary grants to states.

Problem Statement. In 2019, the United States Gov-
ernment Accountability Office found that most of the 
roughly 43 employment and training programs “gen-
erally overlap in that they provide similar services to 
similar populations.”28 Most programs targeted the 
general population, with an emphasis on low-income 
individuals. And most programs provided a common 
set of activities, including skill assessments, employ-
ment counseling, job search and placement services, 
and job readiness training.

States can employ two approaches for using federal 
funding streams from different programs to achieve a 
shared purpose, such as helping the unemployed and 
underemployed move to economic self-sufficiency. 
Each approach is available to states based on con-
gressional statutory and appropriations authority.

One approach is called “blending.” Blending funds 
entails mixing funds from multiple sources to sup-
port a common goal, but in doing so, each individ-
ual source loses its program-specific identity. This 
approach often requires statutory authority and is 
sometimes referred to as block granting or consoli-
dating programs.

The other approach is known as “braiding.” Braid-
ing laces together moneys from multiple programs 
to support a common goal, but each individual fund-
ing source maintains its specific identity. While this 
approach generally does not require statutory author-
ity, it may require some level of approval from the rel-
evant federal agency. It is also more labor-intensive 
than blending, as it requires a state or locality to track  
and report expenditures program by program.

Innovation. In 1997, Utah moved the management of 
the largest federally funded employment and train-
ing and health and human services assistance pro-
grams into one department, DWS. The impetus 
behind DWS was to create a system that would lever-
age federal and state programs and funding to pro-
vide customized services to clients. To accomplish 
this, Utah created a system to braid federal funds 
through an innovative mechanism that eliminated 
many of the complex hurdles typically attached to 
braiding approaches.

DWS braids the federal funds it manages through 
the RMTS cost-allocation methodology, discussed in 
the previous section, and a single administrative man-
agement structure and financial management system, 
which dramatically simplifies accounting for program 
dollars and reporting to the federal government. 
Braiding several federal funding streams has allowed 
Utah to service participants through different pro-
grams more flexibly and effectively.

Additionally, Utah’s unique system empowers the 
state to use a large federal program to support core 
services and smaller programs for direct training. 
For example, the state primarily uses TANF funding 
(one of the largest and most stable federal funding 
streams to assist low-income individuals) to fund 
personnel and administer many of the DWS employ-
ment centers’ career services—including eligibility 
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intake, assessments, and basic job search and readi-
ness activities. This frees up WIOA dollars to be spent 
on more direct training services, such as occupational 
skills training. Utah can braid these funds because 
both TANF and WIOA provide funds for career ser-
vices and job training.

Further, because the state oversees all employment 
and training funds, it can flexibly target resources 
toward geographic areas within the state as needs 
emerge. For instance, if a major plant shuts down, 
causing a large job loss in the northern part of Utah, 
the state can quickly redirect funding to the region to 
help individuals.

One of the biggest benefits to the DWS approach 
is that it leverages resources to assist individuals in 
need. Customers no longer are overwhelmed by the 
complexity of discerning which federal program pro-
vides which service or which government employ-
ees to contact for which need. Rather, under Utah’s 
approach, an individual can go into a single employ-
ment center to be assigned a single case manager who 
can determine what services the client is eligible for 
and which services meet the client’s unique circum-
stances. In Utah, the burden of navigating a complex 
system of assistance rightly falls to the state, not  
the individual.

Conclusion. Utah notes that fiscal integration and 
consolidation does provide cost savings. However, the 
state has consistently taken a broader view that fiscal 
integration is a way to better support workers tran-
sitioning into the workforce and people in poverty 

moving to self-sufficiency. Leveraging federal funds 
to assist individuals is better for them because it 
allows states to target resources to match appropriate 
services with identified needs and reduces the com-
plexity of accessing services.

Conclusion

Renewed interest in the Utah model of integrated 
workforce and social assistance program adminis-
tration and service delivery offers the opportunity to 
examine characteristics and features of the Utah DWS 
for application to other states. This tool kit report is 
designed to examine the key components of the Utah 
DWS for federal and state legislative and administra-
tive policy consideration. In turn, states implementing 
these components of the Utah model can do so with 
the right underpinnings for delivering more efficient 
and effective services to the residents served.
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