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WIOA Systems Evaluation, Skills Gap Analysis, And 
Customer Service Assessment 

 

Executive Summary:  

In 2020, the leadership of the Arkansas Division of Workforce Services (ADWS), engaged 

two University of Arkansas departments, the Counselor Education Program and the Center for 

Business and Economic Research at the Walton College of Business to complete a comprehensive 

WIOA Systems Evaluation, Skills Gap Analysis, and a series of Customer Service Surveys.  

Identification of Partner programs: 

The evaluators interviewed leadership of WIOA workforce centers to identify partner 

programs and non-profits that collaborate with the Workforce Centers. For these partners, the 

evaluators documented and reported on the existence of the following:  

¶ Memoranda  of understanding between the workforce centers and partners;  

¶ Written referral procedures;  

¶ Documentation of training for partners regarding the services provided; 

¶ Alternative print materials to assist in collaborationΣ ƻǊΧ 

¶ An alternative method to refer customers between the partners effectively.  

Services Provided to Targeted Populations: 

The evaluators researched and identified entities in the assigned local areas that provide 

services to these specific targeted populations: 
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¶ Displaced Homemaker 

¶ Low Income Individuals 

¶ Limited English Proficiency 

¶ Migrant Worker 

¶ Disabled 

¶ Veteran 

¶ Older Worker 

¶ Out of School Youth 

¶ Foster Youth 

¶ Basic Skill Deficient 

¶ Ex-Offender 

¶ Single Parent 

¶ TANF Recipient 

¶ SNAP Recipient 

¶ SSDI Recipient 

¶ UI Claimant 

¶ Long-Term Unemployed 
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Co-Enrolled Participants:  

For all programs identified as (WIOA), Wagner-Peyser Act Employment Service programs, 

and Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) programs, the evaluators were asked to 

identify, from a sampled participant list, whether customers were referred or co-enrolled in other 

programs.  

Identifying and Closing Skills Gaps:  

For the three assigned workforce areas, the evaluators were charged with developing case 

studies on effectiveness of identifying and closing Skills-Gaps. To develop these case studies, the 

evaluators interviewed workforce center staff for examples of skills-gap identification on either the 

occupation level, the demand level, or the skill-level. Employer interviews were completed to gauge 

interaction between employers and workforce center staff and to determine the services that were 

provided to address the skills-gap.  

Compliance with Certification Policy:  

As part of the study, the evaluators were tasked with reviewing a sample of six Arkansas 

²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊǎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ƭŀǿǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ. The 

six centers, (four comprehensive and two affiliate centers) were located in different Local 

Workforce Development Areas. 

Business Partner Survey:  

The ADWS WIOA Business Survey, conducted by the Center for Business and Economic 

Research at the Walton College of Business explored how Arkansas businesses feel about their 
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experiences with the WIOA program. This survey included 845 individual businesses, and 

produced an overall response rate of 9.9%. Overall, 5 individual local workforce development 

areas had a response rate greater than 10% and 8 local workforce development areas had a 

response rate greater than 8%. 

Customer Survey:  

The ADWS WIOA Customer Survey, also conducted by the Center for Business and Economic 

Research at the Walton College of Business, explored how Arkansas job seekers feel about their 

experiences with the WIOA program. The Customer Survey contacted 60,668 individuals with valid 

emails as of October 9, 2020. The survey produced an overall response rate of 11.8%. All individual 

local workforce development areas had response rates of at least 10%. 

Summary of Findings and Recommendations:  

 The findings and recommendations for this study are summarized below. The full text 

of the findings and recommendations are included on page 159 of this report.  

 Findings: 

1. Levels of Co-Enrollment in partner programs: Results of customer reviews in the three 

selected workforce areas   confirmed a range of 2.5% co-enrollment to a high of 16.6% for 

these individual partner providers, with an overall average rate for all reporting 

providers of 7.34%. This is not an optimum rate of co-enrollment. The evaluators find that 

the rates of co-enrollment in partner programs during the most recent reporting period is not 

acceptable. 

2. Partner Programs and Agencies: The number of partners listed by the three selected 



8 
 

workforce areas were thirty-six in the Central Arkansas Planning and Development District, 

fifteen in the Northeast Arkansas Workforce Development Center, and ten in the Western 

Arkansas Planning and Development District. The discrepancy in these numbers is significant, 

and it is the opinion of the evaluators that other potential partner programs are available in at 

least two of the three workforce areas.  

3. Referral Procedures: Referral procedures are in place for the three assigned workforce 

areas. All three managers reported that referrals are also received via email and 

telephone as an alternative when necessary. Referral procedures and customer 

support are well laid out and well documented at all three selected workforce areas. 

The evaluators find that the three selected workforce areas are in substantial 

compliance with this requirement. 

4. Training Services: The three selected areas provide training concerning available 

services as necessary. The evaluators find that the training opportunities are, in many cases, 

insufficient to meet the needs of the workforce customer base, and that, while the 

requirement to provide training is met at a minimal level in the three selected workforce areas, 

more should be done to ensure understanding by all ADWS customers. 

5. Skills Gap Identification and Amelioration: Strategies for identifying skills gaps clearly 

demonstrated significant differences among the centers. The evaluators find that, while 

two of the three selected centers are heavily engaged in identifying and addressing skills gaps 

in their regions, more work is clearly needed. The  tools for identifying skills gaps are available 

in equal measure to all 28 workforce centers in Arkansas; however the quality of skills gap 

analysis is not equivalent across all centers.  
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6. Assessing the Effectiveness of Skills Gaps Interventions: All three of the selected 

ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ άǊŜǇŜŀǘκŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎέ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ 

measure of the effectiveness of services provided. Other measures are employed by 

each of the three workforce centers. It is the finding of the evaluators that standard 

protocols for measuring the effectiveness of ameliorating skills gaps should be developed and 

shared with all workforce areas. 

7. Compliance Review: The evaluators reviewed a sample of six Arkansas Workforce 

Centers approved by Arkansas Workforce Development Leadership and the Arkansas 

²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ .ƻŀǊŘΣ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ applicable 

laws and regulations. All six centers reviewed meet or exceed minimum requirements 

established by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) for physical accessibility. 

Additional information is provided in the expanded findings section of this report, but 

no findings are reported. 

8. Business Survey: The survey of business partners was conducted for this evaluation by 

the Center for Business and Economic Research at the University of !ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ Walton 

College of Business. Overall, the report finds that WIOA recipients display a moderate 

degree of satisfaction with the WIOA program and the ADWS. Some areas of concern 

were reported, however, and these findings are reported in the expanded findings 

section of the report. 

9. Customer Survey: This survey showed a 62% overall satisfaction rate with WIOA 

programs and a 68% satisfaction rate with Workforce Center staff. The survey found 

ǘƘŀǘΣ άƳŀƴȅέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ άǇƻƻǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜέΣ άŀ ǊǳŘŜ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜέΣ 
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άƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀŦŦέΣ or άǳƴƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǎǘŀŦŦέΦ In spite of the high overall satisfaction rating 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ άƳŀƴȅέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŎƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ issues, the evaluators 

find that a critical need exists for additional training in customer service for all local 

workforce center staff. In addition, the evaluators find that the current phone system 

does not appear suited to surge demand of ADWS or WIOA services.   
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Recommendations: 

These full text of these recommendations are included in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of this report on page 168 of this report.  

1. Co-Enrollment: The evaluators recommend that Arkansas Workforce Development 

Leadership and the Arkansas Workforce Development Board and area managers 

develop data collection methods to effectively track and monitor rates of co-

enrollment. Only by having accurate and up- to-date information concerning co-

enrollment can ADWS begin to encourage and promote additional co-enrollment with 

WIOA partners. 

2. Partner Programs and Organizations: WIOA places a strong emphasis on planning 

across multiple partner programs to ensure alignment in service delivery. Many 

organizations reported that while they are willing, they do not have data available to 

adequately partner with Workforce Centers. These organizations are willing and even 

ŜŀƎŜǊ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ !5²{ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎΣ ōǳǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ Řŀǘŀ 

and provide support and assistance. It is recommended by the evaluators that Arkansas 

Workforce Development Leadership and the Arkansas Workforce Development Board 

work with all workforce areas to identify and engage additional community partners, 

and to provide training and assistance to those partners in data collection techniques.  

3. Business Survey: It is recommended by the evaluators that ADWS address each of the 

concerns expressed in the survey. These concerns are serious, and even though the 

overall results showed a άΧƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ degree of satisfaction with WIOA ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΧέ the 
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concerns must be addressed. These concerns include: Less than half of WIOA recipients 

(42%) reported receiving the majority of services needed to address workforce needs; 

Many respondents described ²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀǎ άǳƴǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜέ ƻǊ 

άƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜΤέ aŀƴȅ comments brought up the difficulty of posting job openings 

through the ADWS or the ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΩ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΤ {ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ŀ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ 

interaction between workforce center staff and businesses. The evaluators 

recommend that additional training programs be established to improve 

staff/customer relationships. 

4. Customer Survey: This survey showed a 62% overall satisfaction rate with WIOA 

programs and a 68% satisfaction rate with Workforce Center staff. Comments referring 

ǘƻ άǊǳŘŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊέ ŀƴŘ άǇƻƻǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜέ ōȅ ǎǘŀŦŦΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƘŜ evaluators 

to strongly recommend additional training in customer service for all local workforce center 

staff.  

 In addition, the survey ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇƘƻƴŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ appear suited to 

ǎǳǊƎŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ƻŦ !5²{ ƻǊ ²Lh! ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦέ  .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ 

on the phone system due to the COVID pandemic is at least partially responsible for the 

problems reported by customers, the evaluators highly recommend that the phone system be 

evaluated immediately. If these problems continue post-COVID, the evaluators recommend 

that the system be upgraded as soon as it is feasible. This upgrade, installed across all 

workforce centers in the state will no doubt be expensive, but quality services are dependent 

upon an effective and reliable communication system. 

5. Compliance Review: The evaluators make no recommendations for change in this area. 
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As previously stated, it is the opinion of the evaluators that the six centers reviewed for 

this study are in substantial compliance with all ADWS regulations, and that the 

managers take their regulatory responsibilities seriously.  

6. Other Recommendations: It is highly recommended that ADWS establish methods for 

high performing centers and workforce areas to provide training for other centers.  

History of Workforce Services in Arkansas: 

The Arkansas Division of Workforce Services (ADWS) is the state agency responsible for 

providing job-related services to state residents, such as coordinating training and educational 

opportunities, processing unemployment insurance claims, and connecting job seekers with 

employment opportunities in the state. ADWS was originally called the Arkansas Employment 

Security Division of the Arkansas Department of Labor (ADL) which was created by Act 391 of 

1941. The division was established as part of New Deal legislation such as the Social Security 

Act of 1935 and the Federal Unemployment Tax Act of 1939. These laws created a national 

system of unemployment benefits and encouraged states to pass similar legislation. In response, 

Arkansas passed Act 391 in 1941, establishing AESD. The act noted that άŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ insecurity due 

to unemployment is a serious menace to the health, morals, and welfare of the people of this 

{ǘŀǘŜΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ operate άƛƴ affiliation 

with a national system of employment ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ as well as a fund for the disbursement of 

benefits to be paid out during periods of unemployment. A board of review was created to hear 

claims and appeals for unemployment benefits. (Encyclopedia of Arkansas) 

{ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ мфплΩǎ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘions of unemployment and who 
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could receive benefits, as well as dealing with issues such as women in the workplace and work 

done on commission. Specific programs, especially those aimed at providing job training to 

youth, were developed. In 1973, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) was 

the first of several youth focused efforts to be established. This was followed in 1984 by the 

Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) which was subsequently repealed by the Workforce 

Investment Act ό²L!ύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ !ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 

until Act 100 of 1991 changed it, raising it to a department-level agency, the Arkansas 

Employment Security Department (AESD). Act 551 of 2007 changed the name of the agency to 

the Arkansas Department of Workforce Services. In 2019, Act 910 changed the name of the 

agency to the Arkansas Division of Workforce Services and moved Adult Education programs, 

Arkansas Rehabilitation Services, and the Division of Services for the Blind under the DWS 

umbrella. The 2019 act placed ADWS under the auspices of the Department of Commerce.  

Rationale for Systems Evaluation: 
 

Under the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), the Governor of each State 

must submit a state plan to the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Labor that outlines     a four-

ȅŜŀǊ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ ²Lh! ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘǿƻ options 

for submitting this State Planτthey may submit a Unified State Plan or a Combined State Plan. 

A Unified State Plan includes the Adult Program, Dislocated Worker Program, Youth Program, 

Wagner-Peyser Act Program, Adult Education and Family Literacy Act Program, and Vocational 

Rehabilitation Program. A Combined State Plan includes the Adult, Dislocated Worker, Youth, 

Wagner-Peyser Act, Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, and Vocational Rehabilitation 
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programs, as well as one or more optional Combined State Plan partner programs. In Arkansas, 

the most recent WIOA state plan, completed in July 2019, was a Combined State Plan, and 

included, in addition to the required components, the following Combined State Plan partner 

programs: 

¶ Trade Adjustment Assistance Program for Workers 

The Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) Program is a federal entitlement program that 

assists U.S. workers who have lost or may lose their jobs as a result of foreign trade. This 

program seeks to provide adversely affected workers with opportunities to obtain the 

skills, credentials, resources, and support necessary to become reemployed. 

¶ Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Program 

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program provides grant funds to 

states and territories to provide families with financial assistance and related support 

services. State-administered programs may include childcare assistance, job preparation, 

and work assistance. 

¶ Employment and Training Programs under the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 

Program (SNAP) 

The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program is part of the Nutrition Title of the Farm 

Bill. Under SNAP, Employment and Training (E&T) Programs were created to help food 

stamp recipients gain skills, training, or experience and increase their ability to obtain 

regular employment. 

¶ Jobs for Veterans State Grants Program 

The Jobs for Veterans State Grants (JVSG) program provides federal funding, through a 
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formula grant, to 54 State Workforce Agencies (SWAs) to hire dedicated staff to provide 

individualized career and training-related services to veterans and eligible persons with 

significant barriers to employment and to assist employers to fill their workforce needs 

with job-seeking veterans. 

¶ Unemployment Insurance Program 

 

The Federal-State Unemployment Insurance Program provides unemployment benefits to 

eligible workers who are unemployed through no fault of their own (as determined under 

State law), and meet other eligibility requirements of State law. 

The State Plan, whether Combined or Unified, must include a Strategic Planning section that 

analyzes the {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ current economic environment and identifies the {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ overall vision    for 

its workforce development system. The strategic planning requirements in the State Plan allow 

the State to develop data-driven goals for preparing an educated and skilled workforce and to 

identify strategies for aligning workforce development programs to support economic growth. 

In addition to submitting a State Plan under WIOA, states have a responsibility, as outlined 

in Title 20, § 682.200(d), to use funds reserved by the Governor for statewide activities to 

conduct evaluations of activities under the WIOA title I core programs. These evaluations are 

required in order to, άΧǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ continuous improvement, research and test innovative 

services and strategies, and achieve high levels of performance and ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΦέ (Legal 

Information Institute, Cornell Law). The State, in cooperation with local boards and State 

partner agencies has a responsibility to conduct these evaluations in order to, άΧǇǊƻƳƻǘŜΣ 
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establish, implement, and utilize methods for continuously improving core program activities 

in order to achieve high level performance within, and high-level outcomes from, the workforce 

development ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦέ (WIOA [H.R. 803]) 

To honor this commitment and in fulfillment of the federal mandate to meet the !ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ 

evaluative responsibilities, the leadership of the Arkansas Division of Workforce Services 

(ADWS), has engaged two University of Arkansas departments, the Counselor Education 

Program and the Center for Business and Economic Research at the Walton College of Business. 

The purposes of the project are to complete a comprehensive WIOA Systems Evaluation, Skills 

Gap Analysis, and a series of Customer Service Surveys. The evaluators worked in cooperation 

with ADWS in the design and implementation of all surveys, analysis, assessments, and 

evaluations in order to implement processes and procedures necessary to ensure that accurate 

and relevant data were collected and used for evaluation purposes. 

The evaluation was completed under the leadership of the ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ Principal Investigators, 

Dr. Brent Williams, Associate Professor, University of Arkansas Counselor Education and 

Supervision, and Mervin Jebaraj, Director, Center for Business and Economic Research at the 

¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ !ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ ²ŀƭǘƻƴ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ ƻŦ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΦ 5ǊΦ YŜƛǘƘ ±ƛǊŜΣ !ŘƧǳƴŎǘ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ ŀƴŘ 

Lecturer in the Counselor Education and Special Education programs at the University of 

Arkansas, served as the Project Director for the study. As Project Director, Dr. Vire provided 

daily direction and oversight for all aspects of the project in collaboration with the Principal 

Investigators and supported the Principal Investigators in provision of oversight for all 

budgetary expenses. 
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Project Objectives: 
 

To accomplish the purposes of the evaluation, the following project objectives were 

approved by ADWS and adopted by the evaluators: 

Objective 1: Create evaluation tool(s) to complete a local integration study encompassing a 

sample of Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act Title I or Title III customers for three 

separate Local Workforce Development Areas. 

Objective 1ςa: Evaluate the level of Co-enrollment and Co-funding of required WIOA 

partners. 

Objective 1ςb: Evaluate the leveraging of Local Resources available in the Local 

Workforce Development Area. 

Objective 2: In the Comprehensive Centers for the 3 Local Areas selected for sampling, the 

Evaluators will report case studies on effectiveness of identifying and closing Skill-Gaps. 

Objective 2ςa: Evaluators will interview workforce center staff to determine skills-gap 

identification on either the occupation level, based on demand, or the skill-level based 

on interaction with an employer. 

Objective 2ςb: Evaluators will determine through interviews with workforce center staff, 

the services that were provided to address the skills-gap. 

Objective 2ςc: Evaluators will provide an assessment of the effectiveness of the services 

provided in closing the skills-gap. 

Objective 3: Review a sample of Arkansas Workforce Centers against the {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
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certification policy and applicable laws and regulations. The original instructions given to 

the evaluators by ADWS called for four comprehensive centers and two affiliate centers to 

be reviewed. The centers that were eventually approved by ADWS and reviewed for this 

purpose included four affiliate and two comprehensive centers. The centers reviewed by 

the evaluators were the Comprehensive centers in Hot Springs and Conway, and the 

affiliate centers located in Arkadelphia, Russellville, Mena, and Searcy. This deviation from 

the original instructions is believed by the evaluators to be primarily due to the COVID 

pandemic and resulting increase in workload for all Workforce Center staff and leadership. 

Some ADWS offices operated with a skeleton crew for many weeks during this difficult time, 

while the demands on the offices due to massive increases in unemployment claims 

increased exponentially. The evaluators further determined that this change in methodology 

from the initial plan has little if any impact on the final results and findings to be generated 

by the review. 

Objective 4: Conduct a statewide customer service survey for business customers of WIOA 

Title I and Title III receiving services over the most recent 12 months available. 

Study Methodology: 
 

The methods used in this study related to objectives 1 through 3 were designed to gather 

accurate and appropriate data for a comprehensive evaluation. The purpose of the evaluation 

was to provide information required for planning and implementation of needed interventions 

and/or corrective actions. 

The evaluators used these tactics to gather the data required to meet the ADWS objectives: 
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a) review of Local Workforce Development Center documents and materials; b) structured 

surveys and interviews with workforce center staff members; and c) a statewide customer 

service survey for business customers of WIOA Title I and Title III receiving services over the 

most recent 12 months. These methods were utilized to ensure effective and accurate data 

gathering from appropriate agencies, organizations, individuals, and groups. In addition, the 

questions and study methods utilized were designed to be culturally sensitive and to 

accommodate responses by a variety of individuals. To effectively identify and assess the 

workforce needs of Arkansans, evaluators used creative approaches for reaching a variety of 

individuals and community members who have knowledge and experience with community workforce 

development. 

Study methodology for the in-depth surveys conducted by the Center for Business and 

Economic Research at the Sam M. Walton College of Business (described in objective 4) is 

detailed in the Business and Customer Service survey section of this report. 

Collaborative Partners 
 

For each assigned local area, evaluators interviewed leadership to identify partner 

programs and non-profits that worked in collaboration with the Local Workforce Centers. For 

these partners, the evaluators documented the existence of memoranda of understanding 

between the ADWS and partners, written referral procedures, documentation of training for 

partners regarding the services provided or alternative print materials to assist in collaboration 

or, an alternative method to refer customers between the partners effectively. 
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The evaluators researched and identified entities in the assigned local areas providing 

services to the following specific targeted populations: 

¶ Displaced Homemaker 

¶ Low Income 

¶ Limited English Proficiency 

¶ Migrant Worker 

¶ Disabled 

¶ Veteran 

¶ Older Worker 

¶ Out of School Youth 

¶ Foster Youth 

¶ Basic Skill Deficient 

¶ Ex-Offender 

¶ Single Parent 

¶ TANF Recipient 

¶ SNAP Recipient 

¶ SSDI Recipient 

¶ UI Claimant 

¶ Long-Term Unemployed 

A listing of these providers for each assigned area, are included in the Statewide Community 

Resources Portal, a site sponsored and maintained by the Arkansas Department of 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 

Data Center. The portal can be accessed at https://adedata.arkansas.gov/scr. 

It is critically important that the collected data are well maintained. Unmonitored and ill- 

maintained data tends to deteriorate very quickly. People move, they change jobs and email 

addresses, organizations change their mission and shift their focus. Failing to maintain the 

accuracy of the database will quickly render it much less usable, and workforce center staff 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fadedata.arkansas.gov%2Fscr&data=04%7C01%7Ckvire%40uark.edu%7C3fb9310034004a65d12608d8de7d89d4%7C79c742c4e61c4fa5be89a3cb566a80d1%7C0%7C0%7C637503979555005901%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=MNq%2BRcIt8xZ%2BkMH1MlO1bcS6b6pAEtMm%2FrnYXevJp6M%3D&reserved=0
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who depend on the information contained in the database will lose confidence in it. They may 

become frustrated and abandon the process which will lead to a loss in productivity and a 

greater use of workforce center staff time and resources to accomplish day-to-day customer 

referrals and services. A well-maintained database on the other hand will help keep the 

database of WIOA community partners relevant, timely and valuable. 

The evaluators strongly recommend that community partners be given the opportunity to 

update their organizational contact details of their own accord. This provides the partners with 

some incentive to ensure that the information included in the database is current and accurate, 

and it takes some of the manual work off of ADWS and ADE staff. In its simplest form, this might 

be the inclusion of a link in all outgoing email messages that directs the recipients to an online 

portal to update their contact details. Other methods might include the sending of a survey 

that has an incentive at the end of it to include contact details, or sending an email asking 

recipients to get in touch if any details have changed. Keeping the database up to date is an 

ongoing process, but if a system is initiated that triggers regular updates, it can become part of 

the normal business processes. 

Co-Enrolled Customers 
 
For all programs identified as Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), Wagner- 

Peyser Act Employment Service programs, and Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) 

programs, the evaluators identified whether customers were referred or co-enrolled in other 

programs. To accomplish this objective, the evaluators made an initial contact with managers 

of the three assigned workforce areas to obtain a list of partner programs meeting the stated 

criteria. The evaluators contacted partner programs from the list provided by the managers of 
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the three assigned workforce areas to determine the rate of co-enrollment in partner 

programs. Representatives of these partner programs were contacted and asked to provide 

information concerning their customer list. Individual customers were not contacted, and no 

personally identifiable information was requested or provided. Partner program 

representatives from each of the three workforce areas participated in the survey. A total of 

12,539 customer files were reviewed by the partners contacted. Results of these customer 

reviews confirmed a range of 2.5% co-enrollment to a high of 16.6% for these individual partner 

providers, with an overall average rate for all reporting providers of 7.34%. It should be noted 

that one adult education provider reported a 20% rate of co-enrollment. Because this particular 

provider reported an enrollment of only ten customers, with two of those being co-enrolled in 

other programs, the result was considered an outlier and is not reported as the high enrollment 

for this study. These numbers are included in the totals. 

 

When reporting the results, two provider representatives addressed the rates of co- 

enrollment. Both of these representatives described the results as άŘƛǎŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƛƴƎέ and 

suggested that co-enrollment during the most recent program year was significantly hampered 

by the COVID Pandemic. These representatives expressed the opinion that co-enrollment in 

subsequent reporting periods would be significantly higher. 

It is important to note that the rates of co-enrollment for these workforce centers are 

adversely affected by the inclusion of individuals who receive Employment Services in the total 

numbers. Employment Services are universal and therefore, serve very high numbers of 

individuals, many of whom do not have recognized barriers to employment. Co-enrollment 
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strategies are designed for targeted populations with significant barriers to employment which 

require more intensive interventions.   

 

Referral Procedures 
 
 

To evaluate the processes employed by the three assigned workforce areas to initiate and 

receive customer referrals, the evaluators conducted written surveys and telephone interviews 

with the managers and/or their Workforce Center staff members. Managers were initially 

contacted via email and were asked to provide written responses to these questions: 

1. Please identify some of the partner programs and non-profits that collaborate with the 

Workforce Centers in your area. 

2. For these partners, are these items in place? 
 

a. Memoranda of understanding between the ADWS and partners 
 

b. Written referral procedures, for those partners 
 

c. Documentation of training for partners regarding the services provided, or, 
 

i. Print materials to assist in collaboration, or, 

ii. An alternate method to refer claimants between the partners effectively. 
 
 

Managers in the three areas provided a list of partner agencies and programs. The number 

of partners listed were thirty-six in the Central Arkansas Planning and Development District, 

fifteen in the Northeast Arkansas Workforce Development Center, and ten in the Western 

Arkansas Planning and Development District. A listing of these partner providers is included in 

Appendix I. 

All three managers of the local areas assigned for this study reported that memoranda of 
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understanding are in place for WIOA partners, and all of these managers provided examples of 

these documents. An example of an existing MOU is included in Appendix II. 

Referral procedures are in place for the three assigned workforce areas. Examples of 

referral forms and procedures are included in Appendix III. All three managers reported that 

referrals are also received via email and telephone as an alternative when necessary. 

The three areas provide training concerning available services as necessary. The most 

common method reported was through information provided on the workforce development 

ŎŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ follow-up through Workforce Center staff face-to-face contact and the 

provision of print materials to claimants. An example of a web based information page is 

included in Appendix IV. 

For the assigned areas covered in this report, referral procedures and claimant support are 

well laid out and well documented. Procedures are in place and are available for review by 

potential claimants. During the interviews conducted with workforce center staff, one area 

ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ Řƻ ƻǳǊ ōŜǎǘ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ 

effective online presence, but in the end, a solid referral is sometimes dependent upon one 

staff person maintaining an old-fashioned rƻƭƻŘŜȄΦέ 

Skills Gap Analysis 
 

The evaluators, with the assistance of the managers and Workforce Center staff in the three 

assigned areas, developed case studies on effectiveness of identifying and closing Skills-Gaps. 

The Evaluators interviewed Workforce Center staff for examples of skills-gap identification 

using either the occupation, demand, or skill-level based on interaction with an employer and 

provided reports concerning the services that were provided to address the skills-gap. The 
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evaluators also assessed and provided reports on the effectiveness of the services in achieving 

the objective using surveys (See Appendix V) developed for the purpose, and on and interviews. 

A summary of the review and analysis of skills gap identification and amelioration follows: 

Introduction: 
 

In Arkansas, Comprehensive Workforce Centers have a clear mission: To provide 

employment related services that enhance the economic stability of Arkansas. To accomplish 

this mission, the Arkansas Division of Workforce Services (ADWS) has 28 Arkansas Workforce 

Centers located strategically throughout the state. At these workforce centers, ADWS employees 

strive to help employers and job seekers find the best resources and services to meet their 

needs. They work to provide universal access to an integrated array of services so that workers, 

job seekers, and businesses can access the services they need in one stop, and frequently under 

one roof. Although ADWS provides these services to employers and job seekers at all 28 local 

workforce centers, the full menu of services may vary from center to center, as each site can 

tailor the additional services it offers to meet the specific needs of employers and job seekers 

in their community. 

Background: 

A major component of each local workforce center involves identifying and closing skills 

gaps at the local ƭŜǾŜƭΦ ! άǎƪƛƭƭǎ ƎŀǇέ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ 

want or need, and skills their workforce offer. Conducting this skills gap analysis helps identify 

the skills needed to meet business and industry goals. To accomplish the skills gap analysis, 

workforce center staff utilize the Labor Market Information (LMI) program administered by the 

U.S. Department of Labor through the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). Workforce center staff 
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also have access to the web application called TORQ. This application provides occupational 

assessments to individuals to help determine skills gaps and match them with job openings. 

The TORQ algorithm gives job candidates insights into the career paths that their experience, 

education, and talents can make possible. It is also designed to give employers an expanded 

talent pool to help them find a good match. 

These tools are available in equal measure to all 28 local workforce centers in Arkansas; 

however the quality of skills gap analysis is not equivalent across all workforce centers. The ability 

of centers to conduct a viable and quality analysis of skills gaps in their local areas is largely 

dependent upon the training and ability of the Workforce Center staff in those centers. 

Purpose: 
 

The purpose of this study is to provide an in-depth examination of the processes that are 

used to identify, analyze, and close skills gaps in economic regions served by three selected 

local workforce centers. The findings of the study will be used to develop recommendations of 

άōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ ŦƻǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭls gaps. These recommendations may be used to 

develop training courses or modules which can be provided to other local workforce centers. In 

doing so, ADWS hopes to increase the quality of skills gap identification and analysis across the 

state. The three                            ADWS centers selected for the case study are described below: 

Northeast Arkansas Workforce Development Area: 
 

The Northeast Arkansas Workforce Development Area (NEAWDA) is made up of seven 

Northeast Arkansas counties: Clay, Craighead, Greene, Lawrence, Mississippi, Poinsett, and 
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Randolph. Offices are located in Jonesboro, Blytheville, and Paragould. The largest employers 

in Northeast Arkansas are the local school districts, higher education institutions such as 

Arkansas State University and Black River Technical College, and large retail stores including 

Wal-Mart. There are a number of healthcare and nursing home providers that employ more 

than 100 individuals. Manufacturing sites include Peco Foods, Pinnacle Frames, Bosch Tools, 

Pocahontas Aluminum, and Custom-Pak, Inc. 

Western Arkansas Planning and Development District: 
 

The Western Arkansas Planning and Development District, led by Program Manager, Dennis 

Williamson, serves the six counties of Crawford, Franklin, Logan, Polk, Scott and Sebastian from 

their office in Fort Smith. Education, food processing, health care and manufacturing are major 

industry sectors in the Western Arkansas development area. In addition to Sparks Health 

System, Mercy Hospital, Fort Smith Public Schools, and the University of Arkansas-Fort Smith, 

a number of manufacturing and logistics jobs are available in the region. These employers 

include OK Foods, Baldor Electric Company, and ArcBest Corporation. 

Central Arkansas Planning and Development District: 

 

The Central Arkansas Planning and Development District, from its office in Lonoke, serves 

these counties in Central Arkansas: Faulkner, Lonoke, Monroe, Prairie, Pulaski and Saline 

Counties. Combined federal, state and local governments make up the largest employer pool in 

Central Arkansas with over 71,000 employees. An additional 29,600 individuals are employed in 

various medical centers and hospitals, and 10,500 are employed in education (public school 
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systems and higher education institutions). Major manufacturing sites include Caterpillar, 

Remington Arms, Virco Manufacturing, Welspun, and LM Wind Power. Retail employers include 

5ƛƭƭŀǊŘΩǎ and Wal-Mart. In addition, a number of Information Technology, utility services and 

consultants, and banking companies are located in the region. Central Arkansas is the most 

populous and arguably the most prosperous region in Arkansas. 

Case Study Process: 
 

As directed in the WIOA Systems Evaluation, Skills Gap Analysis, and Customer Service 

Assessment, an agreement between the Arkansas Division of Workforce Services (ADWS) and 

the evaluators from the Counselor Education program at the University of Arkansas, the case 

study consists of these metrics: 

¶ Identification of three employers with whom the Workforce Board has interacted to 

explore workforce needs (skills gaps). 

¶ Determination of appropriate skills gap Identification on at least one of these three 

levels for each employer: 

o Occupational 
o Demand 

o Skill 

 
¶ Identification of services that were developed or provided to address the identified 

skills gap(s) based on the skills gap identification. 

¶ Completion of interviews with employers as well as Workforce Center staff, to evaluate 

the degree to which skills gaps were correctly identified. 
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¶ Completion of interviews with employers to determine the success and/or effectiveness 

of the services provided to address skills gaps. 

The Evaluators initiated the development of this case study with an initial introductory 

email to the managers at the three selected ADWS Workforce Centers. In this email, managers 

were asked to provide written answers to answer these questions: 

1.  How do you, in your local area, identify skills gaps on either or both of the following 

levels? 

a) The occupation level, based on demand; 

b) The skill-level based, on interaction with an employer. 

 
2. What services did you provide to address the skills-gap? 

3. How would you assess the effectiveness of the services provided in closing the skills- 
gap? 

 

 
The information received in the responses to these questions was compiled and served as 

a basis for the subsequent collection and analysis of data. Interviews with ADWS mangers and 

selected Workforce Center staff were conducted to follow up on information received in the 

initial emailed information request. Results of these interviews were analyzed by the 

evaluators. 

Additionally, interviews were conducted with selected employers to determine the degree 

to which the interventions initiated by workforce center staff were successful (See Appendix 

VI). 

 
 

Results: 
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For the three assigned local workforce development areas, some common themes were 

clearly present in terms of identifying and addressing skills gaps. Reports from the three centers 

also reveal some unique and regionally specific methods. In addition, some best practices began 

to emerge as procedures are catalogued and compared. 

Skills Gap Identification: 
 

Strategies for identifying skills gaps clearly demonstrated significant differences the 

centers. One area manager reported that no outreach or investigation was done concerning 

ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ǎƪƛƭƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƎŀǇǎΣ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ά²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ ǘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǳǎ 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴŜŜŘǎΦέ The manager indicated that Career Advisors are asked to assess claimants using 

O*NET and to discuss occupational skills with them. 

The two remaining centers in the cohort reported significant activities related to identifying 

gaps in both occupational and skill levels. Both centers reported collecting data from 

www.discover.arkansas.gov as well as conducting in-person meetings with local industry and 

business leaders and consulting with the local and regional Chambers of Commerce and Chief 

Elected Officials. These two centers also reported regularly reviewing labor market information 

and attending industry specific meetings. At the occupational level, managers reported that 

WIOA and workforce center staff serve as members of the Workforce Development Committee 

through the Chamber of Commerce, where information is shared regarding local business 

needs and demand occupations. 

!ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƪƛƭƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ άǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ one on one and 

http://www.discover.arkansas.gov/
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ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ Ƨƻō ƻǊŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘƭȅ ǇƭŀŎŜŘέ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ ŦƻǊǳƳǎ ƻǊ 

lead employers in specific industry sectors to identify those positions that are regularly posted. 

hƴŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά5²{ ǿƻǊƪǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ employer to determine the skill set needed 

for posted job ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

Services to Address Skills Gaps: 
 

Services provided to address these skills gaps, once identified, also varies significantly. The 

²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōŜƛƴƎ άǎƻƭŜƭȅ dependent upon employers to report their 

ƴŜŜŘǎέ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ƎŀǇǎ ǿŀǎ ǳƴŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ 

skills gaps. This center reported that customers were assessed using Tests of Adult Basic 

Education (TABE) and ACT Work Ready. Upon completion of these assessments, the DWS 

Career Advisor, άΧŎƻǳƴǎŜƭǎ customers on options such as basic skills development or training 

ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

The two remaining workforce centers in the assigned group report significant additional 

serviceǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƎŀǇǎΦ hƴŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά²Lh! ǳǘƛƭƛȊŜǎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ 

occupational skills training, and supportive services to assist claimants who have an interest in 

a demand occupation obtain the skill set needed to become employed in a demand occupation 

and maintain ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΦέ 

At this local workforce center, claimants complete the ACT Work Keys curriculum and attempt to 

earn the Career Readiness Certificate (CRC) in order to meet their employment goals and to help 

determine what areas need improvement. The Workforce Center, in collaboration with the 

employer, determines which level rating on the (CRC) is needed for the job posting. Applicants 
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who meet this level on the CRC can apply for this job and the employer has crucial information 

at the beginning of the interview process. If an applicant is not currently meeting a required level 

on the CRC, they are referred to the local Adult Education facility to improve their skill sets and 

retest for the CRC. 

The manager also reported that services such as On the Job Training (OJT) and Work 

Experience are offered to claimantǎ ǘƻ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά²ƻǊƪ 

Experience benefits employers and claimants. The service is a planned, structured learning 

experience that takes place in a workplace for a limited period of time. It also leads to 

employers hiring customers who do not initially have the required skill set but gain the 

necessary skills and experience during the ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦέ 

Staff at the third Workforce /ŜƴǘŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎΣ άǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ 

ōǳƛƭŘ ŀ ǇƛǇŜƭƛƴŜΧέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ŀƭǎƻ ǳǎŜŘ 

online platforms and άΧŦŜŜǘ on the ground ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΣέ to create and expand work experience and 

OJT opportunities, and explore apprenticeship options. Workforce Center staff also worked with 

partner agencies to locate additional funding to increase skill level training opportunities. 

The area manager at this center also reported working to increase awareness of the Work 

Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC), and the Federal Bonding Program (FBP) to encourage training 

and hiring of άƘŀǊŘ to ǇƭŀŎŜέ individuals. 

ά²Ŝ provide businesses with information on market conditions, short and long term 

industry ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ [ŀōƻǊ aŀǊƪŜǘ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣέ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƳŀƴƎŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘΦ ά²Ŝ ŀƭǎƻ 

provide customized services, such as assisting with job description and work titles, retention 
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best practices, ŜǘŎΦέ 

Assessing the Effectiveness of Services: 
 

All three of the selected local workforce centers reported using άǊŜǇŜŀǘκŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ business 

with ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎέ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘΦ hƴŜ local workforce 

center reported as additional specific measures, annual WIOA performance ratings, employer 

feedback, and the success of claimants remaining employed. In addition to these performance 

measures, the two other members of the cohort reported a number of other measures of their 

effectiveness. These include: WIOA customers becoming more self-sufficient and no longer 

depending on public services; employers reporting that they benefit from an increasingly skilled 

workforce; unemployment Rates for each county as reviewed quarterly; customer surveys of 

the workforce centers; and effective recruiting and placement of qualified applicants. 

Compliance Review 
 

The evaluators reviewed a sample of six Arkansas Workforce Centers approved by ADWS 

leadership, against the {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ certification policy and applicable laws and regulations. 

According to ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƛƴƎ !5²{ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ²Lh! hƴŜ-Stop delivery 

system includes two different types of physical centers, Comprehensive and Affiliate, from 

which services and activities are provided. The regulations specify that ADWS, άΧŀǘ a minimum, 

shall make each of the programs, services, and activities described in paragraph one (1) 

accessible at not less than one physical center in each local area of the State; ŀƴŘΧƳŀȅ also 

make programs, services, and activities described in paragraph oƴŜ όмύ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΧǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ 

network of affiliated sites that can provide one or more of the programs, services, and activities 
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to ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΧέ The Centers reviewed by the evaluators for this study included two 

comprehensive and four affiliate centers assigned by ADWS from four different Local 

Workforce Development Areas. 

All six centers reviewed meet or exceed minimum requirements established by the 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) for physical accessibility. External entrances into the 

facilities in which workforce services are housed are at least minimally accessible for individuals 

who have mobility impairments. Ramps and level entrances into the facilities are present at all 

locations reviewed. The evaluators were not tasked with making recommendations for 

accessibility measures beyond the minimum ADA requirements. 

hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά!Ǌƪŀƴǎŀǎ 

Workforce Center and American Job Center Brands [are] Used !ǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅέΦ This is generally 

interpreted as requiring adequate and appropriate signage to make services available and 

recognizable for potential claimants. Of the six centers reviewed for compliance by the 

evaluators, five met the intent of this requirement. For maximum impact, signage should be 

visible at the street level as well as on the building itself. The local workforce centers in Hot 

Springs, Searcy, and Russellville meet both conditions with signage visible from the street and 

on the building. In Arkadelphia and Conway, signage is visible on the building, but is not easily 

seen from the street level. While this meets minimum guidelines, it may not provide optimum 

guidance for claimants trying to find services. The final local workforce center, located in Mena, 

does not have visible signage from the outside of the building. This center is located in a 

building on the campus of Rich Mountain Community College, which clearly offers benefits to 

potential claimants. The location, however, is not designated as a Workforce Center in any 
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visible manner. 

Affiliate Center Specific Reviews: 
 

The four Affiliate Centers reviewed (in Mena, Searcy, Arkadelphia, and Russellville) meet or 

exceed the one-stop guidelines listed under άwŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳǎκtŀǊǘƴŜǊǎέΦ Note that 

ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ !ŦŦƛƭƛŀǘŜ ǎƛǘŜǎΣ άΧǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΣ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ 

ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΧέ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ²IOA 

programs/partners. The Affiliate Centers reviewed for this study exceed this requirement 

through a combination of on-site as well as off-site or electronic connections. Those potential 

ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ά!ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎκbƻǘ aŀƴŘŀǘŜŘέ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 

included as on-site services by the Affiliate Centers. Three of the local workforce centers note 

that some of these services are provided άƻŦŦ-site in ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŀƴƴŜǊΦέ 

All Affiliate Centers reviewed by the evaluators provide the vast majority of services listed in 

the ά.ŀǎƛŎ Career {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ category. They self-report that they are somewhat lacking in the areas 

of recruitment of employees for local industry, and report that they are not able to provide 

adequate information to claimants regarding performance information and program cost 

information on eligible providers of training services in the local area. They also report a weakness 

in providing information, in formats that are usable by and understandable to one- stop center 

claimants, regarding how the local area is performing on the local performance accountability 

measures. 

In the area of Individualized Career Services, the four Affiliate Centers vary significantly. This 

category includes services such as development of individualized employment plan (IEP), group 
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and individual counseling, and career/vocational planning, among the service options. The 

centers located in Searcy and Russellville reported that each service in this category was provided 

on-site, while the Mena and Arkadelphia centers listed only one and three of the twelve services 

respectively, as being available on-site. 

In the business services category, the Searcy and Russellville centers provide both listed 

business ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ά9ǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƳŀƭƭ 

ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇΣ ŎƻƴǾŜƴŜΣ ƻǊ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƻǊ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ 

ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎΦέ ¢ƘŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ aŜƴŀ ŀƴŘ !ǊƪŀŘŜƭǇƘƛŀ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛce listed 

ŀǎΣ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇΣ convene, or implement industry or sector ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎΦέ 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ άhǘƘŜǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ όƴƻƴ-ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅύέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΣ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ά/ǳǎǘƻƳƛȊŜŘ 

screening and referral of qualified customerǎ ƛƴ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎέ ǘƘŜ !ŦŦƛƭƛŀted 

Centers reviewed provided many of the services listed, although they each reported 

compliance with different standards. This is a non-mandatory category, so it is not surprising 

that these centers do not provide the full scope of available services. Examples of service 

categories provided are customized recruitment events and related services for employers, to 

include the support and provision of targeted job fairs, and the establishment and development 

of relationships and networks with large and small employers and their intermediaries. 

Weaknesses in this category are in the areas of customized assistance in the development of a 

registered apprenticeship program, and marketing of business services to appropriate area 

employers. Again, this is a non-mandatory category, so the fact that these Affiliate Centers 

provide so many of these services should be applauded. 

Centers were asked, as part of the review, to meet with workforce center staff and to complete 
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a self-evaluation of each category of WIOA/ADWS regulations. This is the same self-evaluation that 

is used as part of the regular re-certification process for Workforce Centers. The criteria are: 

Rank on a scale of 1 to 5, where the site believes it is in its path toward meeting, or 

exceeding, the stated standard. 

5 = achieved the standard and excelling 
 

4 = significantly meeting standard with some work yet to do 3 = have some of the elements 

in place, some of the time 

2 = making progress but long way to go 

1 = no progress yet 

The Affiliate Centers generally rated their level of quality at the top of the scale, awarding 

their centers either a 5 or a 4 in almost all of the categories rated. Only one of the centers, 

(Arkadelphia) was more critical in the interpretation of their services. The report from that 

center indicated that the Workforce Center staff members refer claimants to partners for 

assessment, and are not able at this point to schedule joint assessments. Workforce center staff 

also report that they do not have any on-site partners, so they are not able to deliver any 

services to claimants that would require partnering with other services and agencies. It is 

obvious that these center managers and workforce center  staff take great pride in their work 

and that they strive to do their work well. 

Comprehensive Center Specific Reviews: 
 

The two Comprehensive Centers reviewed were located in Conway and Hot Springs. Six 

items are required items for all centers, including the Affiliate Centers. The compliance 

regulations specify that άΧŀƭƭ centers must: 
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1. Be strategically located to maximize service to employers and employees. 
 

2. Have enough traffic to warrant operations. 
 

3. Provide on-site services (interpreter, documents, etc.) based on demographic need. 
 

4. Have hours of operation that are based on claimant needs and are claimant driven. 
 

5. Ensure that uniform procedures are in place to implement priority of service for veterans, 

individuals with disabilities, English-as-a-Second Language persons, and any other priority 

populations identified at the federal, state or local level for job placement. 

6. Ensure that priority of service for job training opportunities for veterans, individuals with 

disabilities, English-as-a-Second Language persons, and any other priority populations 

identified at the federal level is clearly implemented for all U.S. DOL programs such as 

employment, training, and placement ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦέ 

In addition to these rules which are required of all centers, the regulations specify that, 

ά!ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ Comprehensive Centers must: 

1. Be accessible to the general public during regular business days, as well as physically and 

programmatically accessible to individuals with disabilities. 

2. Contain a portal site for electronic access. 
 

3. Be a provider of basic and individualized career services, and training services. 
 

4. Be a provider of business services. 
 

5. Demonstrate representation of core mandated partners (WIOA Titles I-IV). 
 

6. Provide additional related employment and training ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦέ 
 

Both Comprehensive Centers wholly and unquestionably meet all twelve of these required 

items. In the άwŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ WIOA tǊƻƎǊŀƳκtŀǊǘƴŜǊέ area, the regulations list a total of fifteen service 
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partners with whom Comprehensive Centers must maintain cooperative working relationships. 

Centers are not required to have all of these partners housed on-site. Each Local workforce 

center has three partnership optionsτpartners may be housed άƻƴ-ǎƛǘŜέΣ άƻŦŦ-site through 

electronic ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴέΣ or άƻŦŦ-site basic career services made available in another ƳŀƴƴŜǊέΦ The 

Local workforce centers reviewed for this study maintained these required partnerships; one 

Center reported ten of the fifteen service partners were located on-site, and the other reported 

a total of eight on-site partners. Services in which contacts were maintained off-site through 

electronic connection only included Adult Education and Family Literacy, Title V Older Americans 

Act, and the /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ .ƭƻŎƪ DǊŀƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ άƻŦŦ-site in another 

ƳŀƴƴŜǊέ included the Second Chance Act (provided in cooperation with the Department of 

Correction), and the Housing and Urban Development Employment and Training program 

(provided in cooperation with city officials). 

Four additional WIOA services are listed in the ADWS regulations in the category of 

ά!ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ Partners, Not aŀƴŘŀǘŜŘέΦ These are, a) Ticket to Work, b) Small Business 

Administration, c) SNAP Employment and Training, and d) Orientation to Arkansas Workforce 

Centers. The Centers both provide three of the four άƴƻǘ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜŘέ partnerships. One Center 

provides the SNAP Employment and Training partnership on-site, with the Ticket to Work and 

Small Business Administration categories being provided off-ǎƛǘŜ άƛƴ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŀƴƴŜǊέΦ ¢ƘŜ 

other Center provided Ticket to Work, Small Business Administration, and SNAP Employment 

and training categories, off-site in another manner. The final category, Orientation to Arkansas 

Workforce Centers, was not fully provided by either Center. One local workforce center 

reported that the provision of orientation άŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ on customer ŦƭƻǿέΦ 



41 
 

In terms of Career Services provided for job seekers, ADWS regulations list two categories 

ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ά.ŀǎƛŎ /ŀǊŜŜǊ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘƛǊǘŜŜƴ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

ǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ άLƴƛǘƛŀƭ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {ƪƛƭƭ [ŜǾŜƭǎέ ǘƻ ά¢Ǌŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέΣ ōƻǘƘ reviewed 

Centers reported 100% compliance, with all services provided on-ǎƛǘŜΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ άLƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƛȊŜŘ 

Career {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ category, which includes twelve items such as the development of an 

Individualized Employment Plan (IEP), and individualized job counseling, both of the reviewed 

centers provided all services on-site. 

ADWS regulations also address services to business provided by Comprehensive Centers. 

This section of the regulations consists of sixteen measures of services provided to business 

and industry, and includes items related to convening business sector partnerships and 

developing recruitment events for specific business and industry. Both of the reviewed Centers 

provide 100% of these services on-site. 

The Comprehensive Centers, like the Affiliate Centers that were reviewed, were asked, as 

part of the review, to meet with workforce center staff and to complete a self-evaluation of each 

category of WIOA/ADWS regulations. This is the same self-evaluation that is used as part of the 

regular re-certification process for Workforce Centers. The criteria for the Comprehensive 

Centers are identical to those used in the evaluation of Affiliate Centers: 

Rank on a scale of 1 to 5, where the site believes it is in its path toward meeting, or 

exceeding, the stated standard. 

5 = achieved the standard and excelling 
 

4 = significantly meeting standard with some work yet to do 

3 = have some of the elements  in place, some of the time 
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2 = making progress but long way to go 

1 = no progress yet 

The Comprehensive Centers reviewed rated their level of quality at the top of the scale, 

ŀǿŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀ р ƻǊ ŀ п ƛƴ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǊŀǘŜŘΦ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎΩ 

reviews of these centers, it is clear these center managers and workforce center staff take great 

pride in their work and that they do, indeed, provide an extremely high level of quality for the 

job seekers and the businesses they support. 

It is the opinion of the evaluators that the six centers reviewed for this study are in 

substantial compliance with all ADWS regulations, and that the managers take their regulatory 

responsibilities seriously. The evaluators further believe that the review of these six centers 

provides a representative picture of ADWS centers across the state, and that ADWS and those 

ǿƘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ [ƻŎŀƭ ²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ !ǊŜŀǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ !ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ ǘŀȄǇŀȅƛƴƎ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

confident in the work of the thirty-two workforce centers located throughout the state. 

The evaluators are grateful to the managers and Workforce Center staff of the six reviewed 

centers for their willingness to participate in the initial surveys and to provide follow up 

information when requested. Survey results and reviewer notes of the policy and regulation 

interviews are included in Appendix VII. 

 
Business and Customer Service Surveys 

WIOA Customer and Business Service surveys were conducted for this evaluation by the 

Center for Business and Economic Research at the University of !ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ Walton College of 

Business. The survey summaries are included below. Listings of survey questions for each of 
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these surveys are included in Appendix VIII and Appendix IX. 
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Executive Summary 

The Arkansas Department of Workforce Services (ADWS) provides assistance to businesses in 

meeting their workforce needs. Two primary funding sources for these services come from the 

federal Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) Title I and Wagner-Peyser Title III 

programs. 

In 2020-21, the University of Arkansas began working with ADWS to review services provided under 

ǘƘŜ ²Lh! ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƳŜŜǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ !ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ 

labor market. 

The ADWS WIOA Business Survey explores how Arkansas businesses feel about their experiences 

with the WIOA program. The data collected in this study will be used in several ways: as a review 

of outcomes associated with the WIOA program in Arkansas; to help inform future planning about 

the manner in which the program is directed and operated; and as a benchmark for review in future 

years. 

The ADWS WIOA Business Survey conducted a survey of 845 individuals businesses with valid 

emails as of October 9, 2020. The survey focused on a distribution by local workforce development 

area for a more balanced sample and produced an overall response rate of 9.9%. Overall, 5 

individual local workforce development areas had a response rate greater than 10% and 8 local 

workforce development areas had a response rate greater than 8%.  

The survey captures information and perceptions that can be grouped into five key areas: 

¶ Comprehension of Responsibilities in the WIOA Program; 

¶ Recommendation of the WIOA program; 
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¶ Status of Services Received; 

¶ Satisfaction with the WIOA Program; 

¶ Satisfaction with ADWS Staff. 

Overall, the report finds that WIOA recipients display a moderate degree of satisfaction with the 

WIOA program and the ADWS. WIOA recipients reported a 49% satisfaction rate of the WIOA 

program, and a 55% satisfaction rate of ADWS staff.74% of recipients understood their 

responsibilities when participating in the WIOA program, although only 42% reported that they 

received most, or all the services needed to address their workforce needs. Finally, 57% of 

respondents reported that they would positively recommend the WIOA program based on their 

experience. 

The statistical summaries combined with aggregate comments from respondents highlight areas 

which can be addressed to improve the experience within the WIOA program and subsequent 

outcomes. Notable issues raised are:  

¶ Less than half of WIOA recipients (42%) reported receiving the majority of services needed 

to address workforce needs. The result was reflected in the comment section as numerous 

respondents mentioned a lack of qualified candidates. ADWS leadership should review how 

services help the development of soft skills among potential job candidates. Comments 

highlighted aspects such as ensuring applicants are punctual to interviews and dressed 

professionally, and coaching to ensure applicants have productive mindsets when they are 

at work sites and are accountable for themselves. 
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¶ aŀƴȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ !5²{ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀǎ άǳƴǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜέ ƻǊ άƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜΦέ !5²{ 

leadership should consider providing additional training to Workforce Center Staff about 

program offerings, stress management, and other aspects of customer service. 

¶ Many comments brought up the difficulty of posting job openings through the ADWS or the 

online options made available to employers. In addition, employer/business accounts 

would be deactivated every few months which would require a tedious process to 

reactivate accounts in order to post job openings. ADWS leadership should review the 

current process of posting job openings and see if business accounts can be made 

permanent ς likely the root problem of the difficulty of posting job openings through the 

ADWS. 

¶ Lastly, several comments noted a lack of interaction between workforce center staff and 

businesses. ADWS leadership should ensure that offices have a more proactive relationship 

with regional employers to have the most accurate information about job openings, 

employer workforce needs, and feedback relevant to the WIOA program. 

In conclusion, the report utilizes high-quality data from a statewide evaluation survey to obtain an 

ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ǉŀǎǘ ²Lh! ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

WIOA program. The data and report provide a few benefits to the Arkansas Division Workforce 

Services. The data can serve as a baseline assessment of the WIOA program in Arkansas. In addition, 

aggregate comments have provided detailed feedback and suggested areas of improvement. The 

aim of this report is to provide a critical assessment which can be utilized to improve the structure 

and operations of the WIOA program in Arkansas. The ultimate goal is to improve outcomes of 
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WIOA recipients, strength the Arkansas workforce, and to better address workforce needs of 

businesses in Arkansas. 
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Survey Design and Methodology 

Survey Design 

The study used a survey of all WIOA business recipients forwarded by the ADWS. The list was 

partitioned to just include the businesses with available emails and then effectively partitioned 

again as several businesses had email addresses which bounced during mailing. 

Survey Instrument 

The ADWS WIOA was developed via a collaboration between the University of Arkansas and the 

ADWS. The survey utilized questions forwarded by the ADWS to assess satisfaction and feedback 

concerning the WIOA programs, ADWS staff and operations, and the match of workforce needs. In 

addition, sections were added to discern the specific WIOA programs utilized along with voluntary 

disclosure of business characteristics. 

The survey was designed as a self-administered, interactive, web-based survey which would take 

less than 10 minutes on average to complete. The survey structure was comprised of five sections: 

Consent 

¶ At the beginning of the survey, all respondents were provided with an information page. 

The page served as an informed consent to participate. 

¶ The consent form included information about where participants could seek assistance if 

they had any questions or concerns. 

Self-Identification of WIOA Services Received ς Survey Part I 

¶ The section outlined specific programs under the WIOA and asked respondents to indicate 

which ones had been utilized by them. 
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WIOA Satisfaction and Feedback ς Survey Part II 

¶ Questions were asked to capture sentiments about the comprehension of responsibilities 

of participation in the program; if a busƛƴŜǎǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΤ ƛŦ ŀ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΩ 

workforce needs were met; satisfaction with services in the WIOA program; and satisfaction 

with ADWS staff. 

Demographics ς Survey Part III 

¶ Questions were asked about the demographics of each participant, including: primary 

industry of operation, total number of employees, number of years in operation.  

Respondents were required to complete the survey sections concerning self-identification of WIOA 

services received in addition to satisfaction and feedback. If a respondent did not consent to self-

identify WIOA services received, or if none of the services were applicable, then the survey would 

not include these respondents. In addition, the satisfaction and feedback section also had a 

mandatory component so the survey would not include individuals who declined to complete this 

section. The conditions allow for the two sections to be full samples across their respective 

questions, the number of respondents in data tables will be consistent for these questions. For the 

full questionnaire administered to respondents please see the Methods Appendix. 

Survey Methodology 

The ADWS WIOA Customer Survey was administered as an online web survey and the survey was 

formatted so that it could be completed on mobile devices and tablets in addition to desktop or 

laptop computers.   
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Population Sample Frame 

The eligible population for the survey included all ADWS WIOA recipients who were listed in a file 

provided on October 9, 2020. The Arkansas Division of Workforce Services provided the sample 

frame (approximately 1,554 businesses).  

Using the sample frame, the sample was filtered to individuals with listed emails (933 businesses). 

Afterwards, the emails were systematically filtered for dummy email addresses (ex. 

email@gmail.com) and duplicates to arrive at a mailing list (907 businesses). The list were divided 

into their corresponding ADWS local workforce development area. Ultimately, the final mailing list 

was 845 businesses after accounting for bounced emails.   

Data Collection 

The overall data collection design protocol for recipients was: 

¶ An email sent from the ADWS to each working email address, informing them of the survey 

and inviting them to participate upon their reception of a second email. 

¶ A second email invitation, by ADWS local area, with the survey link was sent to participate 

in the web-based survey. 

¶ A series of email reminders to participate in the web-based survey. Two email reminders 

went to 5 specific ADWS local areas, and four email reminders went to the other 5 specific 

ADWS local areas. 
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Response Rates 

Response rates were monitored during data collection and were used to help target the individual 

ADWS local workforce development areas. The final response rates are presented below. Overall, 

9.9% of the survey sample completed the survey, as 5 local workforce development areas had a 

response rate greater than 10% and 8 local workforce development areas had a response rate 

greater than 8%.  

Table 1: ADWS WIOA Business Customer Survey - Response Rates 

ADWS WIOA Business Survey ς Response Rates 

ADWS Workforce Zone Total Responses Response Rate 

Central 20 14.1% 

City of Little Rock 7 5.7% 

Eastern 2 6.7% 

North Central 6 16.7% 

Northeast 9 13.6% 

Northwest 12 8.1% 

Southeast 10 8.3% 

Southwest 4 10.0% 

West Central 7 8.0% 

Western 7 13.2% 
 

Total 84 9.9% 

 

Survey Respondents 

The first results presented describe the characteristics of the respondents of our survey. The report 

will provide population estimate of ADWS WIOA participants based on responses to the survey 

itself. Each section will display percentages of ADWS WIOA participants for each item in the survey 

and 95% confidence limits (CL). As our estimates for the entire population of ADWS WIOA recipients 

are based on a sample of the recipients, each statistic we report has some degree of sampling 

variation and the CL describes the degree of the sampling variation. 



56 
 

The 95% Confidence Limits (CL) presented in the tables can be utilized to determine if two different 

estimates reflect a statistically significant difference.  

If the two CLs from two different subgroups overlap, then the difference between them is not 

statistically significant at the 95% level (p<.05). If the two CLs from two different subgroups do not 

overlap then the difference between them is statistically significant at the 95% level (p<.05). The 

method describe is an informal and conservative manner to compare differences among 

subgroups. A more formal test may be needed to identify significant differences among subgroups.1 

hǾŜǊƭŀǇǇƛƴƎ /[ǎ ƛƴŦŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ /[ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ /[Ωǎ ǳǇǇŜǊ ŀƴŘ 

lower bound. Consider the following example, an outcome of ά¸Ŝǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ όǎǳōƎǊƻǳǇǎύ !Σ 

.Σ ŀƴŘ /Φ ! ŀƴŘ . ƘŀǾŜ /[ǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ /[ǎ ό!Τ рл ƛǎ 

greater than 46 and less than 58; B: 52 is greater than 46 and less than 58) so the difference 

between A and B is not statistically significant ς one cannot infer a difference in outcome between 

A and B. However, C does not overlap with A or B (65 is greater than 55, A; 65 is greater than 58, 

B) so the estimate for C is different from the estimates of A and B ς one can infer a difference in 

outcome for C when compared to A and B. 

 
 

 

 

 
1 STAT 100 - Statistical Concepts and Reasoning. 9.3 - Confidence Intervals for the Difference Between Two  Population 
Proportions or Means. Pennsylvania State University ς Eberly College of Science.    Accessed 
April 16, 2021. Web.  
 https://online.stat.psu.edu/stat100/lesson/9/9.3. 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Category A B C 

Yes 50  
(45,55) 

52  
(46, 58) 

65  
(50, 80) 
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¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ŀƴ ŜƳǇǘȅ ǘŀōƭŜ ŎŜƭƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ άϝέ ŘŜƴƻǘŜǎ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ 

specific category, usually 10 or fewer cases. The small number of respondents prevents detailed 

comparisons as there was insufficient data to calculate necessary statistics.  

Characteristics of Respondent Businesses 

Overall, approximately 86% of ADWS WIOA respondents reported receiving employment services 

ς job searches or resumes, 30% received local workforce services (focused on training programs 

such as work experience, on the job training, or incumbent worker programs), 7% received adult 

education, 4% received rehabilitation services, and more than 2% received services for the blind 

(Table 2).  

The industry distribution of respondents are as follows: 18% reported they were in Construction, 

16% were in Health Care and Social Assistance, 10% were in Manufacturing, 10% were in 

Transportation and Warehousing, 8% were in Other services except Public Administration, 7% were 

in Accommodation and Food Services, 7% were in Educational Services, 5% were in Utilities, 4% 

were in Professional, Scientific and Technical Services, 4% were in Retail Trade, 2% were in 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, 2% were in Public Administration, 1% were in Administrative 

Support and Waste Management and Remediation Services, 1% were in Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation, 1% were in Finance and Insurance, 1% were in Information, 1% were in Real Estate and 

Rental Leasing, 1% were Wholesale Trade, and 1% did not list their industry. In addition, there were 

no responses from businesses in the Management of Companies and Enterprises, or Mining, 

Quarrying and Oil and Gas Extraction industries (Table 3). 
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35% of ADWS WIOA respondents report having 1 to 9 employees, 35% reported having10 to 49 

employees, 11% reported having 50 to 99 employees, 10% reported having 100 to 249 employees, 

5% reported having 250 to 499 employees, 4% reported having 500+ employees, and 2% did not 

report their employee totals (Table 4). More than 70% of ADWS WIOA respondents reported being 

in operations for 11+ years, 18% had been in operations for 0-5 years, 10% had been in operations 

for 6-10 years, and 2% did not report their years of operation (Table 5). 

Table 2: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Service 

What program(s) provided a service to your organization? (Click all that apply) 

  Percent  
(Confidence Limits) 

Adult Education 7.1 (3.2 ,15.2) 

Local Workforce Services Provider 29.8 (20.9 ,40.5) 

Employment Services, such as Job Search or 
resumes 

85.7 (76.3 ,91.8) 

Rehabilitative Services 3.6 (1.1 ,10.7) 

Services for the Blind 2.4 (0.6 ,9.2) 

Table 3: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Industry of Operations 

What is the primary industry of operation for your business? 

  Percent (Confidence Limits) 

Accommodation and Food Services 7.1 (3.2 ,15.2) 

Administrative Support and Waste 
Management and Remediation Services 

1.2 (0.2 ,8.2) 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, Hunting 2.4 (0.6 ,9.2) 

Arts, Entertainment and Recreation 1.2 (0.2 ,8.2) 

Construction 17.9 (11 ,27.7) 

Educational Services 7.1 (3.2 ,15.2) 

Finance and Insurance 1.2 (0.2 ,8.2) 

Health Care and Social Assistance 15.5 (9.1 ,25) 

Information 1.2 (0.2 ,8.2) 

Management of Companies and Enterprises *  

Manufacturing 9.5 (4.8 ,18.1) 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil and Gas 
Extraction 

*  

Other services except Public Administration 8.3 (4 ,16.6) 
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Professional, Scientific and Technical 
Services 

3.6 (1.1 ,10.7) 

Public Administration 2.4 (0.6 ,9.2) 

Real Estate and Rental Leasing 1.2 (0.2 ,8.2) 

Retail Trade 3.6 (1.1 ,10.7) 

Transportation and Warehousing 9.5 (4.8 ,18.1) 

Utilities 4.8 (1.8 ,12.2) 

Wholesale Trade 1.2 (0.2 ,8.2) 

N/A 1.2 (0.2 ,8.2) 

Table 4: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Total Employees 

What is the total number of employees at your business? 

  Percent (Confidence Limits) 

1 to 9 34.5 (25 ,45.4) 

10 to 49 34.5 (25 ,45.4) 

50 to 99 10.7 (5.6 ,19.5) 

100 to 249 9.5 (4.8 ,18.1) 

250 to 499 4.8 (1.8 ,12.2) 

500+ 3.6 (1.1 ,10.7) 

N/A 2.4 (0.6 ,9.2) 

Table 5: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Years of Operation 

How many years has your business been in operation? 

 

  Percent (Confidence Limits) 

0-5 years 17.9 (11 ,27.7) 

6-10 years 9.5 (4.8 ,18.1) 

11+ years 70.2 (59.5 ,79.1) 

N/A 2.4 (0.6 ,9.2) 
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Survey Responses 

¢ƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜǎ ōŜƭƻǿ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ !5²{ ²Lh! ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ 

satisfaction: 

Did you clearly understand your responsibilities to participate in the program? 

Yes; No; Unsure 

Overall, 74% of WIOA recipients reported that they understood their responsibilities to participate 

in the WIOA program. Approximately 16% of recipients reported that they were unsure of the 

responsibilities in the WIOA program, and 11% reported that they did not understand their 

responsibilities.  

Table 6: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

No 10.7  
(5.6 ,19.5) 

Unsure 15.5  
(9.1 ,25) 

Yes 73.8  
(63.2 ,82.2) 

Would you recommend this program? 

Would not Recommend; Would Possibly Recommend; Would Recommend; Would Strongly 

Recommend; Would Very Strongly Recommend 

57% of WIOA recipients reported that they would recommend, strongly recommend, or very 

strongly recommend the program they had received. Approximately 30% of recipients reported 

that they would possibly recommend the WIOA program, and 13% of recipients reported that they 

would not recommend the WIOA program.  
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Table 7: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Would not Recommend  13.1 
(7.3 ,22.3) 

Would Possibly Recommend  29.8 
(20.9 ,40.5) 

Would Recommend/Strongly/Very Strongly 57.1 
(46.2 ,67.4) 

Did you receive the services needed for you to address your workforce needs? 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΤ wŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ bƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ bŜŜŘŜŘΤ wŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ {ƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Services Needed; 

Received Most but Not All Services Needed; Received All Services Needed 

42% of WIOA recipients reported that they received most or all of the services needed to address 

their workforce needs. Approximately 24% of recipients reported that they received some of the 

services needed to address their workforce needs, and another 24% of recipients reported that 

they received none of the services needed to address their workforce needs. Lastly, 11% of 

recipients did not know if they had received needed services. 

Table 8: Status of WIOA Services Rendered 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

I Don't know  10.7  
(5.6 ,19.5) 

Received None of the Services Needed  23.8  
(15.8 ,34.2) 

Received Some of the Services Needed  23.8  
(15.8 ,34.2) 

Received Most/All Services Needed  41.7  
(31.5 ,52.6) 

Overall were you satisfied with the services in the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act 

Program? 

Very Dissatisfied; Dissatisfied; Neither Satisfied or Dissatisfied; Satisfied; Very Satisfied 

49% of WIOA recipients reported that they were satisfied or very satisfied with the services in the 
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WIOA program. More than 33% of recipients reported that they were neither satisfied nor 

dissatisfied with the WIOA program. Approximately 11% of recipients reported that they were 

dissatisfied with the WIOA program, and an additional 7% of recipients reported that they were 

very dissatisfied with the WIOA program. 

Table 9: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Very Dissatisfied  7.1  
(3.2 ,15.2) 

Dissatisfied  10.7  
(5.6 ,19.5) 

Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied  33.3  
(24 ,44.2) 

Satisfied/Very Satisfied 48.8  
(38.2 ,59.5) 

How satisfied were you with the professionalism and accessibility of staff? 

Very Dissatisfied; Dissatisfied; Neither Satisfied or Dissatisfied; Satisfied; Very Satisfied 

55% of WIOA recipients reported that they were satisfied or very satisfied with ADWS staff. 31% of 

recipients reported that they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with ADWS staff. More than 7% 

of recipients reported that they were dissatisfied with ADWS staff, and an additional 7% of 

recipients reported that they were very dissatisfied with ADWS staff. 

Table 10: Satisfaction with the ADWS Staff 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Very Dissatisfied  7.1  
(3.2 ,15.2) 

Dissatisfied  7.1  
(3.2 ,15.2) 

Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied  31  
(21.9 ,41.8) 

Satisfied/Very Satisfied 54.8  
(43.9 ,65.2) 
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Comments from WIOA Recipients 

As part of the evaluation of WIOA services, survey respondents were offered the opportunity to 

provide feedback comments. In total, 39 comments were provided and 38 of them were unique 

comments. See Figure 1 for details. 

¢ƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ Wƻō aŀǘŎƘƛƴƎέ ŀǘ но҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 

comments raised issues of having no qualified candidates and applicants who showed up to 

interviews in non-ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǘǘƛǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ /ǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ 

{ŜǊǾƛŎŜέ ŀǘ му҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻŦ ǳƴǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜ ƻǊ ƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜ 

staff, better explanations of services, and need for more ADWS staff. In addition, 3% of comments 

ǿŜǊŜ άCŀǎǘŜǊ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ƛƳŜΦέ 

¢ƘŜ ά9ŀǎƛŜǊ !ŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ мо҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ 

issues of difficulties to post job openings and access to business accounts ς accounts are 

ŘŜŀŎǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŦŜǿ ƳƻƴǘƘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ мл҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ 

comments and expressed the need for more interactions between ADWS staff and businesses. 

¢ƘŜ άbƻǘƘƛƴƎκbƻ /ƘŀƴƎŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ мл҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳents, and listed no definitive 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ о҈ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ άbƻǘ !ǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ 

relevant to the survey. 

¢ƘŜ ά/h±L5 LǎǎǳŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ у҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ 

COVID pandemic as the ŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ р҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ 

comments and mentioned the need for better operation of the program, or funds for longer 
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training programs.  

¢ƘŜ άDǊŜŀǘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ р҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭected satisfaction in 

ǘƘŜ ²Lh! ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ άDƻƻŘ /ǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ о҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ 

captured sentiments of good service from ADWS staff. 

Figure 1: Summary of Comments from WIOA Recipients 

Summary of Comments from WIOA Recipients 

Category Total Percent 

Better Communication 4 10.3% 

Better Customer Service 7 17.9% 

Better Job Matching 9 23.1% 

Better Services 2 5.1% 

COVID Issues 3 7.7% 

Easier Access to Services 5 12.8% 

Faster Response Time 1 2.6% 

Good Customer Service 1 2.6% 

Great Program 2 5.1% 

Not Applicable 1 2.6% 

Nothing/No Changes 4 10.3% 
  

Total 39 
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Executive Summary 

The Arkansas Department of Workforce Services (ADWS) provides assistance to residents in 

acquiring and retaining employment. Two primary funding sources for these services come from 

the federal Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) Title I and Wagner-Peyser Title III 

programs. 

In 2020-21, the University of Arkansas began working with the ADWS to review services provided 

under the WIOA program with the goal of understanding how the program meets the needs of 

!ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ ƭŀōƻǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΦ  

The ADWS WIOA Customer Survey explores how Arkansas job seekers feel about their 

experiences with the WIOA program. The data collected in this study will be used in several ways: 

as a review of outcomes associated with the WIOA program in Arkansas; to help inform future 

planning about the manner in which the program is directed and operated; and as a benchmark 

for review in future years. 

The ADWS WIOA Customer Survey conducted a survey of 60,668 individuals with valid emails as 

of October 9, 2020. The survey focused on a distribution by local workforce development areas 

for a more balanced sample and produced an overall response rate of 11.8%. All individual local 

workforce development areas had response rates of at least 10%. 

The survey captures information and perceptions that can be grouped into seven key areas: 

¶ Comprehension of Responsibilities in the WIOA Program; 

¶ Recommendation of the WIOA program; 
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¶ Status of Services Received; 

¶ Satisfaction with the WIOA Program; 

¶ Satisfaction in ADWS Staff; 

¶ Attainment of Employment; 

¶ Retention of New Employment (if applicable). 

Overall, the report finds that WIOA recipients display a high degree of satisfaction with the WIOA 

program and the ADWS. WIOA recipients reported a 62% satisfaction rate of the WIOA program, 

and a 68% satisfaction rate of ADWS staff. Overall, 86% of respondents understood their 

responsibilities when participating in the WIOA program, although only 52% reported that they 

received most, or all of the services needed to achieve the goal outlined in their plan. 

Employment outcomes saw 49% of all respondents, who sought employment, find employment, 

and 87% of these individuals have a strong belief in being able to retain the new position over 

the next six months. Finally, 74% of respondents reported that they would positively recommend 

the WIOA program based on their experience. 

A detailed review of available demographics among the survey questions, provides several 

distinct patterns. A general summary of findings and recommendations, along with additional 

details can be found on the following pages. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

68 
 

 

Findings and Recommendations, Customer Survey 

Figure 2: Findings and Recommendations 

 Findings and Recommendations 

Findings 
1 62% satisfaction rate with the WIOA program. 

2 68% satisfaction rate with ADWS staff. 

3 86% of recipients understood their responsibilities. 

4 52% of respondents reported that they received most, or all of the services needed to achieve the goal 
outlined in their plan. 

5 49% of respondents, who sought employment, attained employment.  

6 87% of respondents who found employment had a strong belief in being able to retain the new position 
over the next six months. 

7 74% of respondents reported that they would positively recommend the WIOA program based on their 
experience. 

8 Women generally showed more positive outcomes than men, notably in satisfaction with the WIOA 
program and employment attainment. 

9 Younger workers (18-24) had the most positive outcomes. 

10 Older workers (65+, 45-64) had the least positive outcomes. 

11 African American individuals consistently reported the most positive or second-most positive outcomes. 

12 White individuals consistently reported outcomes which corresponded to the middle of the pack. 

13 LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ό.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎΣ ƻǊ ŀ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜƎǊŜŜύ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ 
least positive outcomes in several areas. 

14 Individuals with high school or GED education consistently reported the most positive outcomes. 

15 Individuals with less than high school education reported the least positive outcome to employment 
attainment. 

16 The Eastern and Southwest local workforce development areas generally reported the most positive 
outcomes. 

17 The Central, City of Little Rock, and Northwest local workforce development areas generally reported the 
least positive outcomes. 

 

Recommendations 

1 Satisfaction with the WIOA program and ADWS staff could be improved by ADWS leadership providing 
additional and routine training rooted in customer service and program offerings to office and/or customer 

facing employees.  

2 Older recipients, 45-64 and 65+ years of age, reported less favorable outcomes.  ADWS leadership should 
review if the current delivery of services meet the needs of these individuals.  

3 The current delivery of services to individuals with high levels of educational attainment may be ill suited. 
Comments indicated that jobs are not matched to the backgrounds of these groups. ADWS leadership 

should review how services and job opportunities are provided to these groups.  

4 The employment attainment rate suggests improvements can be made. ADWS leadership, specifically at 
local offices, should consider development or continued development of partnerships between local 

offices and employers in the area.  
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5 The rate at which respondents received needed services could be improved with better channels of 
communication and service. Comments highlighted a desire for more feedback from case managers and 
local offices. ADWS leadership should consider the current procedure for feedback from case managers 

and/or manners to improve accountability and feedback to WIOA program recipients. 

6 Improvement to online resources for reporting and participating in the WIOA program and/or phone 
system technology could improve satisfaction and outcomes. Many comments noted the difficulty in 

aspects of the WIOA program ς reporting, communication, etc. ADWS leadership should review if 
investment in more online offerings/reporting and/or phone system technology are warranted. 

 

Age Group 

Among the age group groups, the 18-24 age group reported the most positive outcomes while 

the 65+ age group displayed the least positive outcomes. 

The 18-24 age group reported a greater comprehension of WIOA program responsibilities, higher 

rate of receiving needed services, greater satisfaction with the WIOA program and ADWS staff, 

along with higher employment attainment rate and stronger confidence in retaining their new 

employment.  

The 65+ age group reported the least comprehension of WIOA program responsibilities, lowest 

rate of receiving needed services, the least satisfaction with the WIOA program and ADWS staff 

along with their lowest employment attainment rate and least confidence in retaining their new 

employment. 

The 45-64 age group also reported significantly lower rates of receiving needed services, along 

with lower rates of employment attainment and weaker confidence in retaining employment 

when compared to the 25-44 age group. 

Racial/Ethnic Identity 

Survey responses related to racial/ethnic identity were a bit mixed. A few patterns emerged for 

the two largest racial identities in the survey ς African American and white. 
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African American individuals consistently reported the most positive or second-most positive 

outcomes for comprehension of WIOA program responsibilities, recommendation of the 

program, rate at which needed services were received, satisfaction with the WIOA program and 

ADWS staff, along with employment attainment and confidence in employment retention.  

White individuals consistently reported their outcomes to be in the middle of the pack. This was 

observed across all categories of the survey - comprehension of WIOA program responsibilities, 

recommendation of the program, satisfaction with the WIOA program and ADWS staff, along 

with employment attainment and confidence in retention. White individuals did report a higher 

rate of receiving needed services. 

Educational Attainment 

LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎΣ ƻǊ ŀ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ 

positive outcomes across the survey in categories such as recommendation of the program, rate 

at which needed services were received, satisfaction with the WIOA program and ADWS staff. 

Individuals with high school diploma or GED or some college education consistently reported the 

most positive outcomes for comprehension of WIOA program responsibilities, recommendation 

of the program, rate at which needed services were received, satisfaction with the WIOA program 

and ADWS staff, along with employment attainment and confidence in employment retention. 

Lastly, individuals with less than high school education reported the least positive outcome with 

regard to employment attainment but were consistently around the middle for all other 

categories.  

ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 
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The Eastern and Southwest local workforce development areas generally reported the most 

positive outcomes across all survey questions compared to other local workforce development 

areas. On the other hand, the Central, City of Little Rock, and Northwest local workforce 

development areas generally reported the least positive outcomes across all survey questions 

over all the local workforce development areas. 

Results from Multivariate Risk Models of Key Measures 

Based on the results for the survey, with respect to age group, racial/ethnic identity, and 

educational attainment, statistically modeling was utilized to estimate the independent effects 

of each demographic category on the odds of having a specific experience/outcome. The 

multivariate model allows us to control for different demographic categories, many which 

ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇΣ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŜŀŎƘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΩ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άǊƛǎƪέ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

experiences of interest.2  

The following key measures were examined while collectively accounting for gender, age, 

racial/ethnic, and educational attainment characteristics:  

Satisfaction with the WIOA program 

¶ Women were 14% more likely to be satisfied in the WIOA program than men. 

¶ Individuals in the 18-24 age group were 43% more likely to be satisfied in the program 

than individuals between 25-64 years old. 

 
2 Pardoe, I., L. Simon & D. Young. 15.1 Logistic Regression. Pennsylvania State University ς Eberly College of 
 Science. Accessed April 22, 2021. Web.  
 https://online.stat.psu.edu/stat501/lesson/15/15.1. 



 

72 
 

¶ African American individuals were 50% more likely to report being satisfied in the WIOA 

program than white individuals. 

¶ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ƻǊ 

a graduate or professional degree were 15%, 32%, and 44% less likely to report being 

satisfied or very satisfied in the WIOA program  than individuals with a high school 

diploma or GED, respectively. 

Satisfaction in ADWS staff 

¶ Individuals in the 18 -24 age group were 22% more likely to be satisfied in ADWS staff 

than individuals between 25-64 years old. 

¶ Individuals who identified as Asian or African American were 115% and 53% more likely, 

respectively, to be satisfied in the ADWS staff than white individuals. 

¶ Individuals who identified as American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other 

Pacific Islander, Other, or Two or more Races (Other) were 31% less likely to be satisfied 

in the ADWS staff than white individuals. 

¶ Individuals with some college education or an AǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ 

a graduate or professional degree were 12%, and 22% less likely to report being satisfied 

or very satisfied in ADWS staff than individuals with a high school diploma or GED, 

respectively. 
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Attaining Employment 

¶ Women were 22% more likely to report finding employment than men. 

¶ Individuals in the 18-24 age group were 87% more likely to find employment than 

individuals between 25-64 years old. 

¶ Individuals in the 65+ age group were 48% less likely to find employment than individuals 

between 25-64 years old. 

¶ Individuals who identified as American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other 

Pacific Islander (Native American) were 49% less likely to find employment than white 

individuals. 

¶ Individuals with less than high school education were 35% less likely to report finding 

employment than individuals with a high school diploma or GED. 

¶ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǿŜǊŜ нл҈ ƭŜǎǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ 

finding employment than individuals with a high school diploma or GED. 

Conclusions 

Reviewing the detailed demographics of the survey results highlights some areas of concern. The 

level of satisfaction with the WIOA program and ADWS staff had a position relationship with the 

strength of belief in retention of employment. Individuals will stronger belief in employment 

retention reported a higher satisfaction rate with both the WIOA program and ADWS staff. The 

employment attainment rate, 49%, suggest adjustments are warranted to improve outcomes 

among recipients. Older recipients, 45-64 and 65+ years old, displayed less positive outcomes in 

sentiments about the WIOA program, experiences during the WIOA program, and employment 
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outcomes. The observation is likely associated with larger societal issues or barriers which face 

these groups. Adjustments to the program to address these subgroups unique needs is 

warranted. In addition, the programs appear to be less satisfactory for individuals with higher 

levels of education ς ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ƻǊ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜκǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

characteristics generally reported less positive outcomes in sentiments about the WIOA program 

and experiences during the WIOA program. The program may require some modifying to meet 

the labor market preparations required for these individuals.  

The statistical summaries combined with aggregate comments from respondents highlight areas 

which can be addressed to improve the experience within the WIOA program and subsequent 

outcomes. Notable issues raised are:  

¶ aŀƴȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άǇƻƻǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜέΣ άŀ ǊǳŘŜ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜέΣ 

άƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀŦŦέΣ ƻǊ άǳƴƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǎǘŀŦŦέ ǿƘŜƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ !5²{ ǎǘŀŦŦΦ !5²{ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ 

should consider providing additional training about program offerings, stress 

management, and other aspects of customer service as these would be a beneficial 

investment.  

¶ Older recipients, 45-64, and specifically, 65+ years of age generally displayed less 

favorable outcomes and sentiments throughout the survey. ADWS leadership may 

consider having case managers receive additional training to provide better service to 

these recipients and their unique problems or barriers. The comments brought up issues 

with accessibility, both physical and technological, which likely impacts these groups. 
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¶ Individuals with higher levels of educational attainment ς ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎΣ ƻǊ ŀ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ƻǊ 

professional degree ς consistently reported - less favorable outcomes and sentiments 

throughout the survey. Several comments mentioned a mismatch between jobs posting 

or recommendations and the background of recipients. A better job search process may 

be required for individuals with higher levels of education. 

¶ Many comments suggested more partnerships between local offices and employers in 

the area. Continued developments of this nature could help produce better job searches 

and job matches for recipients.  

¶ Additional online resources for reporting and participating in the WIOA program would 

also be beneficial. Numerous comments mentioned the hassle of going to local offices for 

aspects which could be done online (aspects of reporting). Further develop of online 

options could improve accessibility and reduce wait times at local offices. The user-

friendly aspect of online options is also an important current and future consideration. 

¶ Additional feedback from case managers was a common comment among respondents. 

The sentiment among respondents is that additional case manager feedback would help 

to improve outcomes by accountability and progress of the recipient.  

¶ The current phone system does not appear suited to surge demand of ADWS or WIOA 

services. Improvements in the phone system technology, more staff, or moving more 

aspects online may help to resolve part of this issue. 

In conclusion, the present report utilizes high-quality data from a statewide evaluation survey to 

obtain ŀƴ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ǉŀǎǘ ²Lh! ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ 
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participating in the WIOA program. The data and report provide several benefits to the Arkansas 

Division Workforce Services. First, the report provides sentiments and outcomes with detailed 

summaries about gender identity, age group, racial/ethnic identity, educational attainment, 

ADWS location, and WIOA service. The data can serve as a baseline assessment of the WIOA 

program in Arkansas. In addition, aggregate comments have provided detailed feedback and 

suggested areas of improvement (as previous mentioned). The aim of this report is to provide a 

critical assessment which can be utilized to improve the structure and operations of the WIOA 

program in Arkansas. The ultimate goals is to improve outcomes of WIOA recipients, strength the 

Arkansas workforce, and to improve the well-being of residents.  
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Survey Design and Methodology 

Survey Design 

The study used a survey of all WIOA recipient with available emails forwarded by the ADWS. The 

list was partitioned to the individual ADWS local workforce development areas and then 

effectively partitioned again to remove individuals with inactive email addresses during survey 

distribution. 

Survey Instrument 

The ADWS WIOA was developed via a collaboration between the University of Arkansas and the 

ADWS. The survey utilized questions forwarded by the ADWS to assess satisfaction and feedback 

concerning the WIOA programs, ADWS staff and operations, and employment outcomes. In 

addition, sections were added to discern the specific WIOA programs utilized along with 

voluntary disclosure of demographics. 

The survey was designed as a self-administered, interactive, web-based survey which would take 

less than 10 minutes on average to complete. The survey structure was comprised of five 

sections: 

Consent 

¶ At the beginning of the survey, all respondents were provided with information about the 

survey and informed consent to participate. 

¶ The consent form included information about where participants could seek assistance if 

they had any questions or concerns. 
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Self-Identification of WIOA Services Received ς Survey Part I 

¶ The section outlined specific programs under the WIOA and asked respondents to 

indicate which ones had been utilized by them. 

WIOA Satisfaction and Feedback ς Survey Part II 

¶ vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ 

participation in the program; if an individual would recommend their program; 

satisfaction with services in the WIOA program; satisfaction in ADWS staff; employment 

outcomes; and ability to maintain employment (if applicable). 

Demographics ς Survey Part III 

¶ Questions were asked about the demographics of each participant, including:  county of 

residence, race/ethnicity, age group, gender identity, educational level, English as a 

primary language, marital status, and obtainment of trade or professional 

certifications/licenses. These questions variables will be in the primary analysis. 

Incentive Related Questions  

At the end of the survey, respondents were asked if they wished to provide contact information 

to be included in a drawing of $25 gift cards. All data relating to incentives, including contact 

information for mailing purposes were collected in a separate survey instrument to ensure that 

contact information was not retained in the same database as survey data.  

Respondents were required to complete the survey sections concerning self-identification of 

WIOA services received in addition to satisfaction and feedback. If a respondent did not consent 



 

86 
 

to self-identify WIOA services received, or if none of the services were not applicable, then the 

survey would not include these respondents. In addition, the satisfaction and feedback section 

also had a mandatory component so the survey would not include individuals who declined to 

complete this section. The conditions allow for the two sections to be full samples across their 

respective questions, the number of respondents in data tables will be consistent for these 

questions. For the full questionnaire administered to respondents please see the Methods 

Appendix. 

Survey Methodology 

The ADWS WIOA Customer Survey was administered as an online web survey; the survey was 

formatted so that it could be completed on mobile devices and tablets in addition to desktop or 

laptop computers.  

Population Sample Frame 

The eligible population for the survey included all ADWS WIOA recipients who were listed in a 

file provided on October 9, 2020. The Arkansas Division of Workforce Services provided the 

sample frame (approximately 94,837 individuals).  

Using the sample frame, the sample was filtered to individuals with listed emails (73,743 

individuals). Afterwards, the emails were systematically filtered for dummy email addresses (ex. 

email@gmail.com) and duplicates to arrive at a mailing list (65,628). The list were divided into 

their corresponding ADWS local workforce development areas. Ultimately, the final mailing list 

was 60,659 individuals after accounting for bounced emails.  
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Data Collection 

The overall data collection design protocol for recipients was: 

¶ An email sent from the ADWS to each working email address, informing them of the 

survey and inviting them to participate upon their reception of a second email. 

¶ A second email invitation, by ADWS local area, with the survey link was sent to participate 

in the web-based survey. 

¶ A series of email reminders to participate in the web-based survey. Two email reminders 

went to 7 specific ADWS local areas, and three email reminders went to 3 specific ADWS 

local areas. 

Incentives 

The first 30 participants who completed the survey and provided contact information received a 

$25 gift card, mailed in early December 2020. A random drawing for one of 20 gift cards also 

worth $25 each served as an additional incentive for everyone who completed the survey and 

provided contact information.  

Response Rates 

Response rates were monitored during data collection and were used to help target specific 

efforts. The final response rates is presented below. Overall, 11.8% of the survey sample 

completed the survey and all 10 ADWS local workforce development areas had responses rates 

greater than 10%. 
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Table 11: ADWS WIOA Customer Survey - Response Rates 

ADWS WIOA Customer Survey ς Response Rates 

ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Areas  

Total Responses Response Rate 

Central 1270 12.1% 

City of Little Rock 1328 13.6% 

Eastern 166 11.2% 

North Central 557 11.1% 

Northeast 666 11.0% 

Northwest 598 11.9% 

Southeast 528 10.9% 

Southwest 646 11.2% 

West Central 1098 11.7% 

Western 328 11.8% 
 

Grand Total 7185 11.8% 
 

Post-Survey Adjustment and Weighting 

Statistical weighting was performed to ensure that the data based on this sample correctly 

represent the entire population of ADWS WIOA recipients. After surveying was finished, it was 

observed that female recipients responded at a much higher rate than male recipients. 

After data collection was complete, using the population counts from the ADWS participant list, 

the characteristic of the respondents were weighted to match those of the population. The 

technique, known as post-stratification, helps reduce sampling error. The survey responses were 

weighted by gender identity to account for the overrepresentation of women. 

The adjustment assumes there are not differences in the survey measures between responders 

and non-responders after controlling for the characteristics used in post-stratification. Under this 

assumption, the weighting adjustments allow analysts to make inferences regarding the entire 

ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ ŜǊǊƻǊΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŜǊǊƻǊ ƛǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ άфр҈ 

ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƭƛƳƛǘǎΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǾŜǊ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎΣ ŀƴ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŀƭ 
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would occur 95 out of 100 times. 

Survey Respondents 

The first results presented describe the characteristics of the respondents of our survey. The 

report will provide population estimate of ADWS WIOA participants based on responses to the 

survey itself. Each section will display percentages of ADWS WIOA participants for each item in 

the survey and 95% confidence limits (CL). As our estimates for the entire population of ADWS 

WIOA recipients are based on a sample of the recipients, each statistic we report has some 

degree of sampling variation and the CL describes the degree of the sampling variation. 

The 95% Confidence Limits (CL) presented in the tables can be utilized to determine if two 

different estimates reflect a statistically significant difference.  

If the two CLs from two different subgroups overlap, then the difference between them is not 

statistically significant at the 95% level (p<.05). If the two CLs from two different subgroups do 

not overlap then the difference between them is statistically significant at the 95% level (p<.05). 

The method describe is an informal and conservative manner to compare differences among 

subgroups. A more formal test may be needed to identify significant differences among 

subgroups.3 

Overlapping CLs infer that the estimate of each CL is contained witƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ /[Ωǎ ǳǇǇŜǊ ŀƴŘ 

ƭƻǿŜǊ ōƻǳƴŘΦ /ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŀƴ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ά¸Ŝǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ όǎǳōƎǊƻǳǇǎύ 

 
3 STAT 100 - Statistical Concepts and Reasoning. 9.3 - Confidence Intervals for the Difference Between Two 
 Population Proportions or Means. Pennsylvania State University ς Eberly College of Science.  
  Accessed April 16, 2021. Web.  
 https://online.stat.psu.edu/stat100/lesson/9/9.3. 
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!Σ .Σ ŀƴŘ /Φ ! ŀƴŘ . ƘŀǾŜ /[ǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ /[ǎ ό!Τ рл 

is greater than 46 and less than 58; B: 52 is greater than 46 and less than 58) so the difference 

between A and B is not statistically significant ς one cannot infer a difference in outcome 

between A and B. However, C does not overlap with A or B (65 is greater than 55, A; 65 is greater 

than 58, B) so the estimate for C is different from the estimates of A and B ς one can infer a 

difference in outcome for C when compared to A and B. 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Category A B C 

Yes 50  
(45,55) 

52  
(46, 58) 

65  
(50, 80) 

 
¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ŀƴ ŜƳǇǘȅ ǘŀōƭŜ ŎŜƭƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ άϝέ ŘŜƴƻǘŜǎ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

category, usually 10 or fewer cases. 

Pre-adjustment Demographics of Survey Respondents 

Overall, over 77% of WIOA survey respondents reported receiving employment services ς job 

search or resumes, 15% received dislocated worker services, 13% received adult 

(training/workforce) services, 5% received adult education, 2% received rehabilitation services, 

1% received youth services and less than 1% received services for the blind (Table 2). The age 

distribution of recipients are as follows: 50% reported they were 25-44 years old, 34% were 45-

64 years old, 11% were 18-24 years old, about 5% were 65+ year old, and 1% did not disclose 

their age (Table 3). 

Gender identity was skewed towards women, as the percentage of female respondents was 

roughly 69%, while the percentage of male respondents was almost 30%. Over 1% of respondents 

did not disclose their gender and less than 1% of respondents reported other (Table 4). 57% of 
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ADWS WIOA respondents identify as white, 33% as African American or Black, 2% as 

Hispanic/Latino, 2% as two or more races, 1% as Asian, 1% as American Indian/Alaska Native, 1% 

as other, less than 1% as Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and 3% did not disclose their 

race/ethnicity (Table 5).  

Overall, 34% of ADWS WIOA respondents reported attaining some college education, and 30% 

had obtained a high school education. Approximately 14% of ADWS WIOA respondents had 

obtained a BachŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ мо҈ ƘŀŘ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ с҈ ƘŀŘ 

obtained a graduate or professional degree. Approximately 3% of respondents had less than a 

high school diploma, and less than 1% did not disclose their educational information (Table 6). 

Approximately 99% of ADWS WIOA respondents reported English as their primary or first 

language (Table 7).  Roughly 43% of ADWS WIOA respondents reported that they were single, 

36% were married or remarried, roughly 14% were divorced, 4% were separated, and 3% were 

widowed (Table 8). 39% of ADWS WIOA respondents indicated that they had obtained 

trade/professional certifications or licenses (Table 9). 

Table 12: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Service 

What type of services did you receive from the Arkansas Division of Workforce 
Services? (Click all that apply)  

Percentage  
(Confidence Limits) 

Adult Education 5 (4.5, 5.5) 

Adult (Training/Workforce) Services 13.3 (12.5, 14.1) 

Dislocated Workers Services 14.8 (14, 15.7) 

Employment Services, such as Job Search or 
resumes 

77.1 (76.1, 78) 

Rehabilitative Services 1.7 (1.4, 2.1) 

Services for the Blind 0.3 (0.2, 0.4) 
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Youth Services 1.3 (1, 1.6) 

Table 13: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Age Group 

What age group do you belong to? 
 

Percentage (Confidence Limits) 

Age 18 - 24  10.5 (9.8 ,11.3) 

Age 25 - 44  49.5 (48.4 ,50.7) 

Age 45 - 64  34 (32.9 ,35.1) 

Age 65+  5 (4.5 ,5.5) 

Refuse to Disclose  1 (0.8 ,1.2) 

Table 14: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Gender Identity 

What gender do you identify as? 
 

Percentage (Confidence Limits) 

Female 68.5 (67.4 ,69.6) 

Male 29.8 (28.8 ,30.9) 

Other 0.3 (0.2 ,0.5) 

Refuse to Disclose 1.4 (1.1 ,1.7) 

Table 15: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Racial/Ethnic Identity 

What is the race/ethnicity that you identify as? 
 

Percent  (Confidence Limits) 

American Indian or Alaska Native (non-Hispanic or Latino)  0.9 (0.7 ,1.1) 

Asian (non-Hispanic or Latino)  0.9 (0.7 ,1.2) 

Black or African American (non-Hispanic or Latino)  33 (31.9 ,34.1) 

Hispanic or Latino  2.4 (2.1 ,2.8) 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (non-Hispanic or Latino)  0.1 (0.1 ,0.3) 

Other  0.9 (0.7 ,1.1) 

Refuse to Disclose  2.9 (2.5 ,3.3) 

Two or More Races (non-Hispanic or Latino)   1.9 (1.6 ,2.3) 

White (non-Hispanic or Latino)  57 (55.8 ,58.1) 

Table 16: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Educational Attainment 

What is your highest attained level of education? 
 

Percent (Confidence Limits) 

Associates Degree  13.5 (12.7 ,14.3) 

BachelorΩs Degree  13.3 (12.6 ,14.1) 

Graduate or Professional Degree  6.3 (5.7 ,6.8) 

High School or GED  29.6 (28.5 ,30.7) 
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Less than High School  2.7 (2.4 ,3.1) 

Some College  34.4 (33.3 ,35.5) 

Unknown 0.2 (0.1 ,0.3) 

Table 17: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by English Status 

Is English your primary/first language?  
Percent (Confidence Limits) 

No 1.4 (1.1 ,1.7) 

Yes 98.6 (98.3 ,98.9) 

Table 18: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Marital Status 

What is your marital status?  
Percent (Confidence Limits) 

Divorced  14.2 (13.4 ,15) 

Married/Remarried  36.1 (35 ,37.2) 

Separated  3.8 (3.4 ,4.3) 

Single  43.3 (42.2 ,44.5) 

Widowed  2.6 (2.2 ,3) 

Table 19: Distribution of WIOA Respondents by Attainment of Trade or Professional Certifications/Licenses 

Do you hold any trade or professional certifications and/or licenses?   
Percent (Confidence Limits) 

No 61 (59.9 ,62.2) 

Yes 39 (37.8 ,40.1) 
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Analysis of Survey Responses 

Statewide Responses 

The tables in this section describe ADWS WIOA ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 

questions: 

Did you clearly understand your responsibilities to participate in the program? 

Yes; No; Unsure 

Over 86% of ADWS WIOA recipients reported that they understood their responsibilities when 

participating in the WIOA program. Other gender identities reported statistically significant lower 

rates of understanding their responsibilities in the WIOA program than both men and women 

(Table 10). The age groups had a few statistically significant differences. The youngest age group, 

18-24, had the highest rate of comprehension of responsibilities, followed by both the 25-44 and 

45-64 age groups, and then the 65+ age group (Table 11). 

The racial/ethnic groups had many statistically significant differences. Individuals who identified 

as Pacific Islander reported the highest rate of comprehension of responsibilities in the WIOA 

program. African American individuals followed, then American Indian or Hispanic/Latino 

individuals, white individuals, and lastly individuals who identified as Asian, other, or two or more 

races (Table 12). 

Individuals with a high school diploma or GED, or some college education reported the highest 

ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΦ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎΣ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎΣ ƻǊ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ 

or professional degree followed, and then individuals with less than high school education (Table 

13) 
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The Eastern, Northeast, Northwest, and Western local workforce development areas reported 

higher levels of comprehension of responsibilities than the Central, City of Little Rock, North 

Central, and West areas (Table 14). 

The summaries by WIOA services are listed in Table 15. No comparison is performed due to the 

overlapping nature of the services ς individuals may have received more than one service. 

Table 20: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities - by Gender Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Yes 86.7  
(85.7, 87.6) 

86.8  
(85.3, 88.1) 

68.2  
(46.6, 84) 

70.4  
(60.7, 78.6) 

86.4  
(85.6, 87.3) 

Table 21: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities - by Age Group 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Age Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Yes 88.2  
(85.6, 90.4) 

87  
(85.7, 88.1) 

86.1  
(84.6, 87.5) 

83.6  
(79, 87.3) 

72.7  
(61, 81.9) 

Table 22: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities - by Racial/Ethnic Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Yes 89.1  
(77.1, 
95.2) 

81 
(68.6, 
89.3) 

89.7 
(88.3, 
90.9) 

88.5  
(82.9, 
92.5) 

93.3  
(63.7,  
99.1) 

82.2 
(70.2, 
90.1) 

68.7 
(61.6, 
 75) 

78.8 
(70.6, 
85.1) 

85.9 
(84.8, 
87) 

Table 23: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities - by Educational Attainment 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Education Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School or 

GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Yes 80.1 
(73.7, 
85.3) 

87.4 
(85.8, 
88.8) 

87.2 
(85.8, 
88.6) 

86.2  
(83.7,  
88.4) 

84.6  
(82,  
86.9) 

85.2  
(81.4,  
88.4) 

76.3  
(45.2,  
92.6) 
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Table 24: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities - by ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas  

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

ADWS 

Work 

area 

Central City of 
Little 
Rock 

Eastern North 
Central 

Northeast Northwest Southeast Southwest West 
Central 

Western 

Yes 86.3 
(84.2, 
88.2) 

85.4  
(83.2, 
87.3) 

88.2 
(81.8, 
92.6) 

83.9 
(80.3, 
87) 

88.5  
(85.7, 
90.8) 

88.2  
(85.2, 
90.7) 

86.8  
(83.4, 
89.6) 

86.8  
(83.7, 
89.4) 

85.7 
(83.3, 
87.9) 

88.2 
(83.8, 
91.5) 

Table 25: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities - by WIOA Service 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

WIOA Service Adult 
Education 

Adult 
(Training/

Workforce) 
Services 

Dislocated 
Workers 
Services 

Employment 
Services, such as 

Job Search or 
resumes 

Rehabilitative 
Services 

Services for 
the Blind 

Youth 
Services 

Yes 84.2  
(79.6, 88) 

85.6  
(82.9, 87.9) 

81.5  
(78.8, 83.9) 

87.7  
(86.7, 88.6) 

78.8  
(69.7, 85.7) 

78.5  
(53.7, 92) 

83.9  
(73.9, 90.5) 

Would you recommend this program? 

Would not Recommend; Would Possibly Recommend; Would Recommend; Would Strongly 

Recommend; Would Very Strongly Recommend 

Over 74% of ADWS WIOA recipients reported that they would recommend, strongly recommend, 

or very strongly recommend the program they had received. There was a statistical difference 

among gender identities, as women reported the highest recommendation rates, followed by 

men, and then other gender identities (Table 16). Several statistically significant differences 

existed among the age groups. The youngest age group, 18-24, had the highest rate of 

recommendations, followed by both the 25-44 and 45-64 age groups, and then the 65+ age group 

(Table 17). 

African American individuals reported the highest recommendation rate of the WIOA program, 

followed by white individuals, individuals who identified as Asian, Hispanic/Latino, two or more 
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races, or other, and then American Indian or Pacific Islander individuals (Table 18) 

The educational attainment groups also had several statistically significant differences. 

Individuals with high school diploma or GED reported the highest recommendation rates of the 

²Lh! ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ 

ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎΣ ƻǊ ŀ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ 

degree reported the lowest recommendation rates (Table 19). 

The Eastern and Southwest areas had the highest recommendation rates, and were followed by 

the Central, Northeast, Southeast, Western and West Central areas. Next were areas for the City 

of Little and Central and then the Northwest area (Table 20).  

The summaries by WIOA services are listed in Table 21. No comparison is performed due to the 

overlapping nature of the services ς individuals may have received more than one service. 

Table 26: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program - by Gender Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Would Recommend/ 
Strongly Recommend/ 
Very Strongly Recommend 

77.3  
(76.1, 78.4) 

72.1  
(70.1, 73.9) 

63.6  
(42.3, 80.7) 

53.1  
(43.2, 62.7) 

74.4  
(73.3, 75.5) 

Table 27: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program - by Age Group 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Age Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Would Recommend/ 
Strongly Recommend/ 
Very Strongly Recommend 

80  
(76.7, 82.9) 

75.7  
(74.1, 77.2) 

72.2  
(70.3, 74.1) 

72.4  
(67.2, 77.1) 

45.7  
(34.2, 57.6) 
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Table 28: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program - by Racial/Ethnic Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

WR/ 
SR/ 
VSR 

64.8 
(51.5, 
76.1) 

72.9 
(59.8, 
82.9) 

79.7 
(77.9, 
81.4) 

70.9 
(63.1, 
77.7) 

64.4  
(30.4, 
88.3) 

69.1 
(55.6, 
80) 

47.5 
(40.4, 
54.6) 

71.6 
(63, 
78.8) 

73.6 
(72.1, 
75) 

Table 29: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program - by Educational Attainment 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Education Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School 
or GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

WR/ 
SR/ 
VSR 

72.9 
(65.6, 
79.2) 

77.7 
(75.7, 
79.6) 

74.7 
(72.8, 
76.5) 

75.7  
(72.7,  
78.5) 

69.1  
(65.8, 
72.1) 

67.5  
(62.7,  
72) 

52.6  
(25.6,  
78.2) 

Table 30: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program - by ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas  

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

ADWS 
Work 
area 

Central City of 
Little 
Rock 

Eastern North 
Central 

Northeast Northwest Southeast Southwest West 
Central 

Western 

WR/ 
SR/ 
VSR 

72.7 
(70, 
75.3) 

72.2 
(69.5, 
74.8) 

82.5 
(75.2, 
88) 

76.2 
(72.1, 
79.9) 

76.1  
(72.4, 
79.4) 

68.7  
(64.5, 
72.6) 

76.2  
(72.1, 
79.9) 

80  
(76.4, 
83.1) 

75.2 
(72.3, 
77.9) 

74 
(68.5, 
78.8) 

Table 31: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program - by WIOA Service 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

WIOA Service Adult 
Education 

Adult 
(Training/

Workforce) 
Services 

Dislocated 
Workers 
Services 

Employment 
Services, such as 

Job Search or 
resumes 

Rehabilitative 
Services 

Services for 
the Blind 

Youth 
Services 

WR/ 
SR/ 
VSR 

81.8  
(77.1, 85.8) 

75.5  
(72.4, 78.4) 

71.5 
 (68.5, 74.3) 

74.4  
(73.1, 75.6) 

81.1  
(72.5, 87.4) 

67.2 
 (43.1, 84.7) 

81.6  
(70.3, 89.2) 
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Did you receive the services needed to achieve your goal as outlined in the plan you developed 

with your case manager? 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΤ wŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ bƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ bŜŜŘŜŘΤ Received Some of the Services Needed; 

Received Most but Not All Services Needed; Received All Services Needed 

52% of WIOA recipients reported that they received most or all of the services needed to achieve 

outlined goals. There were no statistically significant differences between men and women, but 

statistically significant differences existed for other gender identities. Other gender identities 

reported they were less likely to have received needed services than both men and women (Table 

22). The 18-24 age group reported they were more likely to have received needed services than 

all other defined age groups (25-44, 45-64, 65+) (Table 23). 

Many statistically significant differences existed among the racial/ethnic groups. Pacific Islander 

individuals reported the highest rates of receiving needed services, followed by individuals who 

identified as African, white, American Indian or Hispanic/Latino, Asian or two or more races, and 

finally individuals who identified as other (Table 24). 

Individuals with a high school diploma or GED or some college education reported the highest 

ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ŀ 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻnal 

degree reported the lowest rates of receiving needed services (Table 25). 

The ADWS local workforce development areas had numerous statistically significant differences. 

¢ƘŜ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎes, followed 
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by the Southwest, Northeast, North Central, Western areas, Southeast, West Central, Northwest, 

ŀƴŘ /ŜƴǘǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƛǘǘƭŜ wƻŎƪ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ 

needed services (Table 26). 

The summaries by WIOA services are listed in Table 27. No comparison is performed due to the 

overlapping nature of the services ς individuals may have received more than one service. 

Table 32: Status of WIOA Services Rendered - by Gender Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Received 
Most/All 
Services Needed 

52.6  
(51.2, 54) 

52.8  
(50.7, 54.9) 

45.5  
(26.5, 65.9) 

27.6  
(19.6, 37.2) 

52.4  
(51.1, 53.6) 

Table 33: Status of WIOA Services Rendered - by Age Group 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Age Age 18 - 24 Age 25 ς 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Received 
Most/All 
Services Needed 

58.8  
(55, 62.6) 

52.4  
(50.7, 54.2) 

50.9  
(48.8, 53.1) 

51.8  
(46.2, 57.3) 

35.1  
(24.6, 47.2) 

Table 34: Status of WIOA Services Rendered - by Racial/Ethnic Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or 

Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse 
to 

Disclose 

Two 
or 

More 
Races 

White 

Received 
Most/All 
Services 
Needed 

50.9  
(38,  
63.7) 

43.6 
(31.4, 
56.6) 

54.7 
(52.5, 
56.8) 

48.9 
(41.1, 
56.9) 

64.4  
(30.4, 
88.3) 

36.7 
(25, 
50.2) 

28.8 
(22.8, 
35.6) 

41.8 
(33.3, 
50.7) 

53.2  
(51.6, 
54.9) 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

101 
 

Table 35: Status of WIOA Services Rendered - by Educational Attainment 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Education Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School or 

GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Received 
Most/All 
Services 
Needed 

48.8 
(41.3, 
56.3) 

54.1 
(51.8, 
56.3) 

54 
(51.9, 
56.1) 

52.1  
(48.7,  
55.4) 

49.2  
(45.8, 
52.6) 

44.7  
(39.8,  
49.7) 

37.8  
(15.5, 
66.7) 

Table 36: Status of WIOA Services Rendered - by ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas  

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

ADWS 

Work 

area 

Central City of 
Little 
Rock 

Eastern North 
Central 

Northeast Northwest Southeast Southwest West 
Central 

Western 

Received 

Most/All 

Services 

Needed 

49.5 
(46.5, 
52.4) 

48.8 
(46, 
51.7) 

62.2 
(54, 
69.7) 

55.4 
(51, 
59.8) 

55.9  
(51.8, 
59.9) 

50.3  
(46,  
54.6) 

52.3  
(47.7, 
56.9) 

58  
(53.9,  
62) 

52.2 
(49, 
55.4) 

54.1 
(48.2, 
59.8) 

Table 37: Status of WIOA Services Rendered - by WIOA Service 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

WIOA Service Adult 
Education 

Adult 
(Training/

Workforce) 
Services 

Dislocated 
Workers 
Services 

Employment 
Services, such 
as Job Search 
or resumes 

Rehabilitative 
Services 

Services for 
the Blind 

Youth 
Services 

Received 
Most/All 
Services 
Needed 

58.1  
(52.6, 63.5) 

55.3  
(51.9, 58.7) 

51.3 
 (48.1, 54.5) 

51.9  
(50.5, 53.3) 

51.2  
(41.8, 60.5) 

40.8 
 (21.8, 63.1) 

60.9 
 (49.6, 71.1) 

Overall were you satisfied with the services in the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act 

Program? 

Very Dissatisfied; Dissatisfied; Neither Satisfied or Dissatisfied; Satisfied; Very Satisfied 

62% of WIOA recipients reported that they were satisfied or very satisfied with the services in 

the WIOA program. There were several statistically significant differences among the gender 

identities. Women reported greater satisfaction with the WIOA program than both men and 
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other gender identities (Table 28). There were also several statistically significant differences 

among the age groups. The 18-24 age group reported the highest satisfaction rate with the WIOA 

program, followed by the 25-44 age group, and then collectively the 45-64 and 65+ age group 

(Table 29). 

African American individuals reported the highest satisfaction rates in the WIOA program, 

followed by individuals who identified as Hispanic/Latino or Asian, then white individuals, 

followed by individuals who identified as American Indian, two or more races, other, and lastly 

Pacific Islander (Table 30).  

Several statistically significant differences were present among the educational attainment 

groups. Individuals with a high school diploma or GED reported the highest satisfaction rates in 

ǘƘŜ ²Lh! ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ 

ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ƻǊ ŀ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ 

or professional degree reported the lowest rates of satisfaction with the WIOA program (Table 

31). 

The recipients in the Eastern and Southwest area reported the highest satisfaction rates with the 

WIOA program, followed by North Central, Southeast, Western areas, Northeast, West Central, 

and Northwest areas. The recipients in the Central and City of Little Rock areas reported the 

lowest satisfaction rates with the WIOA program (Table 32). 

The summaries by WIOA services are listed in Table 33. No comparison is performed due to the 

overlapping nature of the services ς individuals may have received more than one service. 
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Table 38: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program - by Gender Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Satisfied/ 
Very Satisfied 

64.7  
(63.4, 66) 

60.3  
(58.2, 62.4) 

59.1  
(38.2, 77.2) 

32.7  
(24.1, 42.5) 

62.2  
(60.9, 63.4) 

Table 39: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program - by Age Group 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Age Age 18 - 24 Age 25 ς 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Satisfied/ 
Very Satisfied 

71.6  
(68, 75) 

62.7  
(61, 64.4) 

60  
(57.9, 62) 

58.3  
(52.8, 63.7) 

36.9  
(26.3, 49) 

Table 40: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program - by Racial/Ethnic Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse 
to 

Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Satisfied/ 
Very 
Satisfied 

56.6 
(43.5, 
68.9) 

66.3 
(53.2, 
77.3) 

69.4 
(67.4, 
71.3) 

67.3 
(59.5, 
74.3) 

50  
(21,  
78.9) 

50.2 
(37.1, 
63.2) 

33.8 
(27.4, 
40.9) 

55.8 
(46.8, 
64.4) 

60.1 
(58.4, 
61.7) 

Table 41: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program - by Educational Attainment 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Education Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School or 

GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Satisfied/ 
Very 
Satisfied 

62  
(54.5,  
69) 

66.7 
(64.5, 
68.8) 

62.6 
(60.6, 
64.7) 

62.9  
(59.6,  
66.1) 

56  
(52.6, 
59.3) 

51  
(46.1, 
 56) 

37.8  
(15.5, 
66.7) 

Table 42: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program - by ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas  

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

ADWS 

Work 

area 

Central City of 
Little 
Rock 

Eastern North 
Central 

Northeast Northwest Southeast Southwest West 
Central 

Western 

Satisfied/ 

Very 

Satisfied 

58.6 
(55.7, 
61.5) 

58.8 
(55.9, 
61.6) 

72.3 
(64.3, 
79) 

66.6 
(62.2, 
70.7) 

63.2  
(59.1,  
67) 

59  
(54.7, 
63.2) 

65.4  
(60.9, 
69.7) 

71.4  
(67.5, 
 75) 

60.6 
(57.5, 
63.7) 

63.5 
(57.8, 
68.9) 
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Table 43: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program - by WIOA Service 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

WIOA Service Adult 
Education 

Adult 
(Training/

Workforce) 
Services 

Dislocated 
Workers 
Services 

Employment 
Services, such 
as Job Search 
or resumes 

Rehabilitative 
Services 

Services for 
the Blind 

Youth 
Services 

Satisfied/ 
Very Satisfied 

73.4  
(68.2, 78.1) 

67.1  
(63.8, 70.3) 

57.3  
(54.1, 60.5) 

62  
(60.6, 63.4) 

71.2  
(62, 78.9) 

78.5  
(53.7, 92) 

81  
(70.5, 88.4) 

How satisfied were you with the professionalism and accessibility of staff? 

Very Dissatisfied; Dissatisfied; Neither Satisfied or Dissatisfied; Satisfied; Very Satisfied 

Approximately 68% of WIOA recipients reported that they were satisfied or very satisfied in 

ADWS staff. There were statistically significant differences among the gender identities. Women 

reported the highest rate of satisfaction in the ADWS staff, followed by men, and then other 

gender identities (Table 34). There were several statistically significant differences among the 

age groups. The 18-24 age group reported the highest rate of satisfaction in ADWS staff, followed 

by the 25-44, 45-64, and 65+ age groups (Table 35). 

Several statistically significant differences were present among the racial/ethnic groups. Asian 

individuals reported the highest rates of satisfaction in ADWS staff, followed by individuals who 

identified as African American, Hispanic/Latino, white, American Indian,  two or more races, 

other, and lastly Pacific Islander (Table 36). 

Individuals with high school diploma or GED reported the highest rates of satisfaction in ADWS 

ǎǘŀŦŦΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ǎƻƳŜ 

college education, and then individuals with a Bachelor degree, or a graduate or professional 

degree (Table 37). 
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¢ƘŜ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ !5²{ ǎǘŀŦŦΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ 

the Southwest, North Central, West Central, Western, Southeast, Northeast, Northwest, Central, 

and City of Little Rock areas (Table 38). 

The summaries by WIOA services are listed Table 39. No comparison is performed due to the 

overlapping nature of the services ς individuals may have received more than one service. 

Table 44: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by Gender Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Satisfied/ 
Very Satisfied 

69.2  
(67.9, 70.5) 

67.1  
(65.1, 69) 

50  
(30.2, 69.8) 

41.8  
(32.5, 51.8) 

67.8  
(66.6, 68.9) 

Table 45: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by Age Group 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Age Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Satisfied/ 
Very Satisfied 

73  
(69.5, 76.3) 

67.8  
(66.1, 69.5) 

67.1  
(65.1, 69.1) 

65.9  
(60.4, 70.9) 

45  
(33.6, 57) 

Table 46: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by Gender Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Satisfied/ 
Very 
Satisfied 

61.3  
(48,  
73) 

79.1 
(67, 
87.5) 

74.5 
(72.5, 
76.3) 

68.5 
(60.7, 
75.5) 

50  
(21,  
78.9) 

51.1 
(38, 
64.1) 

36.9 
(30.3,  
44) 

57.3 
(48.3, 
65.9) 

66.4 
(64.8, 
67.9) 

Table 47: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by Educational Attainment 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Education Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School or 

GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Satisfied/ 
Very 
Satisfied 

68.8 
(61.5, 
75.3) 

70.6 
(68.5, 
72.7) 

67.2 
(65.2, 
69.2) 

68.3  
(65.1,  
71.4) 

64.9  
(61.6, 
68.1) 

62.3  
(57.4,  
66.9) 

47.4  
(21.8, 
74.4) 
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Table 48: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas  

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

ADWS 

Work 

area 

Central City of 
Little 
Rock 

Eastern North 
Central 

Northeast Northwest Southeast Southwest West 
Central 

Western 

Satisfied/ 

Very 

Satisfied 

64.2 
(61.3, 
67) 

64.2 
(61.4, 
67) 

79.2 
(71.3, 
85.3) 

72.4 
(68.2, 
76.3) 

67.1  
(63.1, 
70.8) 

64.9  
(60.7, 
68.9) 

68.4  
(64,  
72.5) 

75.2  
(71.5, 
78.7) 

69.2 
(66.2, 
72.1) 

69 
(63.2, 
74.2) 

Table 49: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by WIOA Service 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

WIOA Service Adult 
Education 

Adult 
(Training/

Workforce) 
Services 

Dislocated 
Workers 
Services 

Employment 
Services, such 
as Job Search 
or resumes 

Rehabilitative 
Services 

Services for 
the Blind 

Youth 
Services 

Satisfied/ 
Very Satisfied 

78.1  
(73.1, 82.4) 

72.6  
(69.4, 75.6) 

61.7  
(58.5, 64.8) 

68  
(66.7, 69.3) 

69.2  
(59.9, 77.2) 

79  
(56.5, 91.6) 

81.9  
(71.4, 89.1) 

Were you able to find employment in your career field after you completed this program? 

No, I Did Not Find Employment; Yes, I Found Employment, but Not in My Career Field; Yes, I Found 

Employment in My Career Field 

Approximately 49% of WIOA recipients, who indicated that they had searched for employment, 

reported that they found employment ς either not in their career field or in their career field. A 

statistically significant difference existed among gender identities. Individuals who identified as 

other gender(s) reported the highest rate of attaining employment, followed by women, and 

then men. There were several statistically significant differences among the age groups (Table 

40). The 18-24 age group reported the highest rate of attaining employment, followed by the 25-

44 age group, the 45-64 age group, and finally the 65+ age group (Table 41). 

The racial/ethnic groups had many statistically significant differences. Individuals who identified 

as two or more races reported the highest rates of attaining employment, followed by individuals 
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who identified as Hispanic/Latino, African American, Asian, other, white, American Indian, and 

lastly Pacific Islander (Table 42). 

Individuals with high school diploma or GED education reported the highest rates of attaining 

employment, fƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀ 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ŀ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǎǘƭȅ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

(Table 43) 

The ADWS local workforce development areas had many statistically significant differences. The 

9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ŀǘǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

Southwest, North Central, Southeast, Northwest, Northeast, Central, West Central, Western, and 

lastly the City of Little Rock area (Table 44).   

The summaries by WIOA services are listed in Table 45. No comparison is performed due to the 

overlapping nature of the services ς individuals may have received more than one service. 

Table 50: Rate of Finding Employment -by Gender Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Found 
Employment 

51.8  
(50.2, 53.5) 

46.2 
 (43.7, 48.6) 

60  
(34.8, 80.8) 

31.6 
 (20.9, 44.7) 

48.8  
(47.3 ,50.3) 

Table 51: Rate of Finding Employment -by Age Group 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Age Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Found 
Employment 

64.6 
 (60.3, 68.7) 

52.9 
 (50.8, 55) 

41 
 (38.5, 43.6) 

30.8  
(24.7, 37.6) 

35.4  
(22.8, 50.3) 
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Table 52: Rate of Finding Employment -by Racial/Ethnic Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Found 
Employ 
ment 

34 
 (20, 
51.4) 

51.9 
(35.5, 
67.9) 

52.1 
(49.6, 
54.6) 

52.2 
(42.8, 
61.3) 

23.6 
 (6.8, 
56.8) 

50.9 
(34.5, 
67) 

33.1 
(25.3, 
41.9) 

59.2 
(48.9, 
68.7) 

47.4 
(45.4,
49.4) 

Table 53: Rate of Finding Employment -by Educational Attainment 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Education Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School or 

GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Found 
Employment 

40.4 
(31.8, 
49.6) 

52.5 
(49.7, 
55.2) 

48.8 
(46.3, 
51.4) 

50.1 
 (46, 
54.2) 

45.5 
 (41.5, 
49.5) 

40.7  
(35.2, 
46.4) 

55.2  
(16.6, 
88.4) 

Table 54: Rate of Finding Employment -by ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas  

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

ADWS 

Work 

area 

Central City of 
Little 
Rock 

Eastern North 
Central 

Northeast Northwest Southeast Southwest West 
Central 

Western 

Found 

Employ

ment 

46.7 
(43.2, 
50.3) 

45.8 
(42.5, 
49.2) 

66.5 
(57.1, 
74.8) 

53.1 
(47.4, 
58.7) 

49.1 
 (44.1, 
54.2) 

50.1 
 (45, 
55.3) 

51.7 
 (46.2, 
57.2) 

53.7  
(48.6, 
58.7) 

46.6 
(42.7, 
50.5) 

46.2 
(39.8, 
52.7) 

Table 55: Rate of Finding Employment -by WIOA Service 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

WIOA Service Adult 
Education 

Adult 
(Training/

Workforce) 
Services 

Dislocated 
Workers 
Services 

Employment 
Services, such 
as Job Search 
or resumes 

Rehabilitative 
Services 

Services for 
the Blind 

Youth 
Services 

Found 
Employment 

57.6  
(50.7, 64.1) 

57.8  
(53.7, 61.8) 

42.5 
 (38.4, 46.6) 

47.7 
 (46, 49.4) 

45.3 
 (34.2, 56.8) 

25  
(10.1, 49.7) 

60.9 
 (46.3, 73.7) 
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If you found employment, are you likely to keep this job over the next six months? 

Yes; No; Unsure 

Among the respondents who indicated that they had found employment, approximately 87% 

indicated that they believed that were likely to retain the position over the next six months. There 

was a statistically significant difference between men and women, as women reported a stronger 

belief that they would retain their new employment in the next six months than men. Other 

gender identities were excluded from analysis due to insufficient data. There were statistically 

significant differences among several age groups (Table 46). The 18-24 age group had the most 

confidence in retaining their new position over the next six months, followed by the 25-44 group, 

the 45-64 group, and finally the 65+ group (Table 47). 

The racial/ethnic groups had many statistically significant differences. Individuals who identified 

as other had the most confidence in retaining their new position over the next six months, 

followed by African American and American Indian individuals, individuals who identified as 

Hispanic/Latino, white or two or more races, and finally Asian individuals (Table 48). 

LƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎƭȅΣ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀ ǿŜŀƪŜǊ ōŜƭƛŜŦ, that was statistically 

significant, in retaining their new job over the next six months compared to individuals with a 

ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀ ƻǊ D95Σ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ƻǊ ŀ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ƻǊ 

professional degree (Table 49).  

The ADWS local workforce development areas had many statistically significant differences. The 

bƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘΩǎ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎ reported the most confidence in retaining their new position over the next 
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six months, followed by the Southwest, City of Little Rock, Southeast, Eastern, Northwest, North 

Central, West Central, Central, and Western (Table 50). 

The summaries by WIOA services are listed in Table 51. No comparison is performed due to the 

overlapping nature of the services ς individuals may have received more than one service. 

Table 56: Confidence Rate of Retaining New Employment - by Gender Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Yes 87.8  
(86.2, 89.3) 

86  
(83.2, 88.3) 

*  38.9  
(19.8, 62.2) 

86.6  
(85.1, 88) 

Table 57: Confidence Rate of Retaining New Employment - by Age Group 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Age Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Yes 88.6  
(84.5, 91.7) 

88  
(85.9, 89.7) 

85.6  
(82.6, 88.3) 

71.2  
(58.8, 81.1) 

54.1  
(30.7, 75.9) 

Table 58: Confidence Rate of Retaining New Employment - by Racial/Ethnic Identity 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Yes 87.7 
(47.8, 
98.2) 

74.6 
(48.1, 
90.3) 

89.6 
(87.3, 
91.5) 

86.4 
(74.9, 
93.1) 

*  92 
(60.4, 
98.9) 

70.9 
(55.9, 
82.4) 

83.6 
(71.2, 
91.4) 

85.5 
(83.3, 
87.4) 

Table 59: Confidence Rate of Retaining New Employment - by Educational Attainment 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

Education Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School or 

GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Yes 85.8  
(72,  
93.4) 

88.5 
(85.8, 
90.7) 

86.9 
(84.1, 
89.2) 

86.5  
(82.2,  
90) 

81.9  
(76.8, 
86.1) 

86.2  
(78.6,  
91.4) 

*  
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Table 60: Confidence Rate of Retaining New Employment - by ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas  

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

ADWS 

Work 

area 

Central City of 
Little 
Rock 

Eastern North 
Central 

Northeast Northwest Southeast Southwest West 
Central 

Western 

Yes 84.2 
(79.9, 
87.7) 

89 
(85.6, 
91.6) 

88.5 
(78.6, 
94.2) 

85.8 
(79.5, 
90.4) 

91.1  
(86.2, 
94.4) 

86  
(80.2, 
90.4) 

88.6  
(82.5,  
92.8) 

89.1  
(84.4, 
92.5) 

85.7 
(81.1, 
89.3) 

75.1 
(65.6, 
82.7) 

Table 61: Confidence Rate of Retaining New Employment - by WIOA Service 

Percentage of Respondents (Confidence Limits) 

WIOA Service Adult 
Education 

Adult 
(Training/

Workforce) 
Services 

Dislocated 
Workers 
Services 

Employment 
Services, such 
as Job Search 
or resumes 

Rehabilitative 
Services 

Services for 
the Blind 

Youth 
Services 

Yes 88.4  
(80.8, 93.2) 

90  
(86.2, 92.8) 

85.7  
(80.6, 89.6) 

86  
(84.2, 87.6) 

84.6  
(68.6, 93.3) 

*  93.9  
(78.2, 98.5) 

Do Employment Attainment & Retention Confidence have an Impact on Satisfaction with the 

WIOA Program? 

Among recipients who found employment, a few statistically significant differences existed 

concerning satisfaction with the WIOA program which was based on an ordinal order of retention 

confidence. Individuals with strong retention confidence (will retain) reported the highest 

satisfaction rate in the WIOA program, followed by individuals with mixed retention confidence 

(unsure), and then individuals with weak retention confidence (will not retain).  

Table 62: WIOA Satisfaction - by Employment Attainment and Retention Confidence 

Overall were you satisfied with the services in the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act 
Program? 

  Found Employment 
and Will Retain it 

Found Employment and 
Unsure if Will Retain it 

Found Employment and 
Will not Retain It 

Satisfied/ 
Very Satisfied  

84.8  
(83.1, 86.4) 

71  
(64.2, 77) 

58.7  
(47.6, 68.9) 
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Do Employment Attainment & Retention Confidence have an Impact on Satisfaction in ADWS 

Staff? 

Among recipients who found employment, a few statistically significant differences existed 

concerning satisfaction in ADWS staff which was based on an ordinal order of retention belief. 

Individuals with strong retention confidence (will retain) reported the highest satisfaction rate in 

ADWS staff, followed by individuals with mixed retention confidence (unsure), and then 

individuals with weak retention confidence (will not retain).  

Table 63: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by Employment Attainment and Retention Confidence 

How satisfied were you with the professionalism and accessibility of staff? 

  Found Employment 
and Will Retain it 

Found Employment and 
Unsure if Will Retain it 

Found Employment and 
Will not Retain It 

Satisfied/ 
Very Satisfied  

85.7 
 (84.1, 87.3) 

77.1  
(70.6, 82.5) 

66.6  
(55.6, 76.1) 
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Multivariate Risk Models of Key Measures 

Specific demographic variables have independent correlations with key outcomes within the 

survey results. Multivariate logistic regression was utilized to estimate the independent effects 

of each demographic category on the odds of having a specific experience/outcome. The 

multivariate model allows us to control for different demographic categories, many which 

ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇΣ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŜŀŎƘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΩ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άǊƛǎƪέ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

experiences of interest.4 

The effects presented in each table are odds ratios. The odds ratios are multiplicative, so a 1.0 

odds ratios indicates there is no association, an odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates the odds of 

an experience are increased, while less than 1.0 indicates the odds of an experience are reduced.5  

The statistical significance of each odds ratio is estimated with a Wald chi-square statistic, 

presented in parentheses directly below the odds ratio. The standard 95% Confidence Level 

(p<.05) is utilized to determine and display the statistically significant demographics which have 

an impact on the odds of an experience. In addition, demographics with multiple categories ς 

age, race/ethnic, and educational attainment ς are compared against their counterparts in the 

model. A detail legend is presented below of the abbreviations utilized throughout the tables. 

Age: 

¶ 18 ς 24: Individuals who are 18-24 years old; 

 
4 Pardoe, I., L. Simon & D. Young. 15.1 Logistic Regression. Pennsylvania State University ς Eberly College of 
 Science. Accessed April 22, 2021. Web.  
 https://online.stat.psu.edu/stat501/lesson/15/15.1. 
5 Ibid. 
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¶ 65+: Individuals who are 65+ years old. 

Race: 

¶ A: Asian (non-Hispanic) 

¶ AA: Black or African American (non-Hispanic) 

¶ H/L: Hispanic or Latino 

¶ O: Other 

¶ T: Two or More Races 

¶ b!Υ άbŀǘƛǾŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴέ - American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other 

Pacific Islander 

¶ OR: Other - American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 

Other, or Two or more Races. 

Educational Attainment: 

¶ LHS: Less than High School 

¶ C_AA: Some College or an AssocƛŀǘŜΩǎ 5ŜƎǊŜŜ 

¶ .!Υ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 5ŜƎǊŜŜ 

¶ GP: Graduate or Professional Degree 

¶ .!ҌΥ  .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ tƭǳǎ - .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 5ŜƎǊŜŜΣ DǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ƻǊ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ 5ŜƎǊŜŜ 

Figure 2 below presents the statistical analysis of the survey data about satisfaction (Satisfied or 

Very Satisfied) in the WIOA program. Key findings are: 

¶ Women were 14% more likely to report being satisfied or very satisfied than men. 
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¶ Individuals in the 18-24 age group were 43% more likely to report being satisfied or very 

satisfied in the WIOA program than individuals between the ages of 25-64 (25-44, 46-64). 

¶ Individuals who identified as African American or Black were 50% more likely to report 

being satisfied in the WIOA program than individuals who identified as white. 

¶ With respect to educational attainment, individuals with a graduate or professional 

degree were less likely to report feeling satisfied or very satisfied in the WIOA program 

ǘƘŀƴ ŀƭƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǘǘŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǿŜǊŜ 

also less likely to report feeling satisfied or very satisfied in the WIOA program than 

individuals with individuals with lower levels of educational attainment. Individuals with 

ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƭŜǎǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ 

or very satisfied in the WIOA program than individuals with a high school diploma or GED.  

¶ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ƻǊ 

a graduate or professional degree were 15%, 32%, and 44% less likely to report being 

satisfied or very satisfied in the WIOA program than individuals with a high school diploma 

or GED, respectively. 

Figure 3: Multivariate Logistic Regression - Satisfaction with the WIOA Program 

Multivariate Logistic Regression - Satisfaction with the WIOA Program  
Satisfaction  

"Satisfied or Very Satisfied" 

Female (Relative to Male) 1.18* 
 (3.11) 

18 - 24 Years Old (Relative to 25 - 64 Years Old) 1.43*  
(3.83)  
65+ 

65+ Years Old (Relative to 25 - 64 Years Old) 1.02  
(0.16)  
18 - 24 



 

116 
 

Race/Ethnicity (Relative to White) 

Asian 1.5  
(1.42)   

AA 

African American 1.5*  
(6.85)   

A, H/L, OR 

Hispanic/Latino 1.39  
(1.85)  
AA, OR 

OtherA 0.81  
(-1.59)  
AA, H/L 

Educational Attainment (Relative to a High school diploma or GED) 

Less than High School 0.83 
 (-1.09) 

  C_AA, BA, GP 

Some College or Associate's Degree 0.85* 
 (-2.49)  

 LHS, BA, GP 

Bachelor's Degree 0.68*  
(-4.39)  

LHS, C_AA, GP 

Graduate Degree 0.56* 
 (-5.04)  

 LHS, C_AA, BA 

Respondents 7185 

2-Loglikelihood -4759.46 

Odds ratio with Z Statistics Shown in Parenthesis. *p<.05 two tailed tests 

Figure 3 below presents the statistical analysis of the survey data about satisfaction (Satisfied or 

Very Satisfied) in ADWS staff. Key findings are: 

¶ Individuals in the 18 -24 age group reported that they were 22% more likely to report 

being satisfied or very satisfied in ADWS staff than individuals between 25-64 years old. 

¶ Individuals who identified as Asian, or African American or Black were 115% and 53% 

more likely, respectively, to report being satisfied or very satisfied in the ADWS staff than 

individuals who identified as white. 
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¶ Individuals who identified among American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific Islander, Other, or Two or more Races (Other) were 31% less likely to report 

being satisfied or very satisfied in the ADWS staff than individuals who identified as white. 

¶ ²ƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǘǘŀƛƴƳŜƴǘΣ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 

were less likely to report feeling satisfied or very satisfied in the WIOA program than all 

other educational attainment groups.  

¶ IndƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ 

a graduate or professional degree were 12%, and 22% less likely to report being satisfied 

or very satisfied in ADWS staff than individuals with a high school diploma or GED, 

respectively. 

Figure 4: Multivariate Logistic Regression - Satisfaction in the ADWS Staff 

Multivariate Logistic Regression - Satisfaction in the ADWS Staff 
 

Satisfaction  
"Satisfied or Very 

Satisfied" 

Female (Relative to Male) 1.09  
(1.54) 

18 - 24 Years Old (Relative to 25 - 64 Years Old) 1.22*  
(2.13) 

65+ Years Old (Relative to 25 - 64 Years Old) 1.04  
(0.29) 

Race/Ethnicity (Relative to White) 

Asian 2.15*  
(2.35)   

AA, H/L, OR 

African American 1.53*  
(6.84)   

A, H/L, OR 

Hispanic/Latino 1.15  
(0.77)   

A, AA, OR 

OtherA 0.69*  
(-2.78)   
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A, AA, H/L 

Educational Attainment (Relative to a High school diploma or GED) 

Less than High School 0.94  
(-0.37) 
 BA+ 

Some College or Associate's Degree 0.88*  
(-2.02)  
BA+ 

Bachelor's Degree or Higher 0.78*  
(-3.07)  

 LHS, BA+ 

Respondents 7185 

2-Loglikelihood -4535.39 

Figure 4 below presents the statistical analysis of the survey data about finding employment 

(Found Employment, but not in My Career Field; Found Employment in My Career Field). Key 

findings are: 

¶ Women were 22% more likely to report finding employment than men. 

¶ Individuals in the 18-24 age group were 87% more likely to report finding employment 

than individuals between 25-64 years old. 

¶ Individuals in the 65+ age group were 48% less likely to report finding employment than 

individuals between 25-64 years old. 

¶ Individuals who identified as American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other 

Pacific Islander (Native American) were 49% less likely report finding employment than 

individuals who identified as white.  

¶ With respect to educational attainment, individuals with less than high school education 

were less likely to report finding employment than individuals with all higher levels of 

education.  
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¶ Individuals with less than high school education were 40% less likely to report finding 

employment than individuals with a high school diploma or GED. 

¶ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǿŜǊŜ нл҈ ƭŜǎǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ 

finding employment than individuals with a high school diploma or GED. 

Figure 5: Multivariate Logistic Regression - Likelihood of Finding Employment 

Multivariate Logistic Regression ς Likelihood of Finding Employment  
Found Employment 

"Found Employment, but not in 
My Career Field, or Found 

Employment in My Career Field" 

Female (Relative to Male) 1.22* 
 (3.22) 

18 - 24 Years Old (Relative to 25 - 64 Years Old) 1.87* 
 (6.15)  
65+ 

65+ Years Old (Relative to 25 - 64 Years Old) 0.52*  
(-4.15)  
18 - 24 

Race/Ethnicity (Relative to White) 

Native AmericanB 0.51*  
(-2.01)  

AA, H/L, O, T 

Asian 1.34  
(0.83)  

AA, H/L, O, T 

African American 1.12 
 (1.66)   

NA, A, H/L, O, T 

Hispanic/Latino 1.21 
 (0.95)  

 A, AA, O, T 

Other 1.16  
(0.43) 

 A, AA, O, T 

Two or More Races 1.44 
 (1.65)   

NA, A, AA, H/L, O 

Educational Attainment (Relative to a High school diploma or GED) 

Less than High School 0.6* 
 (-2.5)  
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 C_AA, BA+ 

Some College or Associate's Degree 0.9  
(-1.42)   

LHS, BA+ 

Bachelor's Degree or Higher 0.8*  
(-2.5)   

LHS, BA+ 

Respondents 4971 

2-Loglikelihood -3470.75 

Odds ratio with Z Statistics Shown in Parenthesis. *p<.05 two tailed tests 

 

ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas  

¢ƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ !5²{ ²Lh! ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ 

development area to each of the listed survey questions: 

Did you clearly understand your responsibilities to participate in the program? 

Yes; No; Unsure 

The proportion of ADWS WIOA recipients who reported that they understood their 

responsibilities when participating in the WIOA program ranged from 84% in the North Central 

area to 89% in the Northeast area. Only the West Central area showed a statistically significant 

difference between men and women, as women reported a higher rate of comprehending 

responsibilities. The City of Little Rock, Eastern, North Central, Northwest, and Southeast areas 

saw individuals who identified as other gender report a lower comprehension rate of 

responsibilities than both men and women (Table 54). 
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Table 64: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities -  
by Gender Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Yes -  (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Central  85.5  
(83, 87.7) 

87.5  
(83.8, 90.5) 

*  73.7  
(50.2, 88.6) 

86.3 
(84.2, 88.2) 

City of Little Rock 85.2 
 (82.8, 87.4) 

86.8  
(83, 89.8) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

59.3  
(40.3, 75.8) 

85.4  
(83.2, 87.3) 

Eastern  89.4  
(82.9, 93.6) 

87.1 
 (70.2, 95.1) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

*  88.2  
(81.8, 92.6) 

North Central 85.8 
 (81.9, 88.9) 

81.9 
 (75.1, 87.2) 

75  
(23.8, 96.7) 

80  
(30.9, 97.3) 

83.9 
 (80.3, 87) 

Northeast 88.1 
 (84.8, 90.8) 

90  
(85.1, 93.5) 

*  44.4  
(17.7, 74.9) 

88.5  
(85.7, 90.8) 

Northwest 87.2 
 (83.5, 90.2) 

89.3 
 (84.2, 92.8) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

87.5  
(46.3, 98.3) 

88.2 
 (85.2, 90.7) 

Southeast 86.2  
(82.4, 89.4) 

87.7 
 (81.3, 92.1) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

*  86.8  
(83.4, 89.6) 

Southwest 86.8  
(83.3, 89.6) 

86.6  
(80.9, 90.8) 

*  90  
(53.3, 98.6) 

86.8 
 (83.7, 89.4) 

West Central 88  
(85.5, 90.2) 

84.3 
 (80, 87.7) 

*  55.6 
 (25.1, 82.3) 

85.7  
(83.3, 87.9) 

Western 89.8  
(84.8, 93.2) 

86.8 
 (79.3, 91.9) 

*  87.5  
(46.3, 98.3) 

88.2  
(83.8, 91.5) 

 

The 65+ age group reported the lowest or second lowest comprehension rate in all areas except 

the Northeast and Western areas. The 18-24 age group reported the highest comprehension rate 

in the Central, North Central, Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Western areas (Table 55). 

The rankings within each area are presented below: 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 45-64, 65+: Central; 

¶ 18-24, 45-64, 25-44, 65+: North Central; 

¶ 18-24, 65+, 45-64, 25-44: Northeast, Western; 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 65+, 45-64: Northwest, Southwest; 
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¶ 25-44, 45-64, 18-24, 65+: City of Little Rock, Southeast; 

¶ 45-64, 25-44, 18-24, 65+: Eastern; 

¶ 45-64, 25-44, 65+, 18-24: West Central. 

Table 65: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities - by Age Group & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Yes -  (Confidence Limits) 

Age &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Central  87.7  
(80.7, 92.4) 

86.4 
 (83.2, 89.1) 

86.3 
 (82.5, 89.3) 

85.5 
 (74.8, 92.2) 

77.6  
(48, 92.8) 

City of Little Rock 84.6 
 (77.1, 89.9) 

87  
(84.2, 89.4) 

84.7  
(80.7, 88) 

76.4  
(62.4, 86.3) 

77.3  
(48.2, 92.6) 

Eastern  85.7  
(68.8, 94.2) 

88.9  
(80, 94.1) 

94.7 
 (80.8, 98.7) 

50  
(11, 89) 

*  

North Central 92.3  
(81.9, 97) 

82.7 
 (77.2, 87.1) 

83.6  
(77.1, 88.5) 

79.2 
 (53.8, 92.6) 

78.6 
 (27.5, 97.3) 

Northeast 95.6 
 (89.8, 98.2) 

86.9  
(82.5, 90.3) 

89.1 
 (83.8, 92.8) 

90.2 
 (72.3, 97) 

45.4  
(14.3, 80.6) 

Northwest 92.5  
(80.4, 97.3) 

90.3 
 (86, 93.4) 

85.8 
 (80.5, 89.9) 

86.8  
(68.3, 95.2) 

77.8 
 (41, 94.6) 

Southeast 79.5 
 (67.5, 87.8) 

89.4 
 (84.6, 92.8) 

86.3 
 (79.9, 90.8) 

79.5 
 (57.5, 91.7) 

*  

Southwest 96.7  
(90.1, 98.9) 

87.7 
 (83.6, 91) 

82.2 
 (75.5, 87.3) 

83.2 
 (64.1, 93.2) 

*  

West Central 79.5 
 (69, 87.1) 

86.2 
 (82.5, 89.1) 

87.6 
 (83.7, 90.6) 

84.1 
 (72, 91.6) 

56.5 
 (25, 83.5) 

Western 97.2 
 (82.3, 99.6) 

86.8 
 (79.6, 91.7) 

88.2 
 (80, 93.3) 

96.8 
 (80.3, 99.6) 

58.8 
 (25.8, 85.4) 

 

In all areas, except for the North Central and Western areas, African American individuals 

reported higher rates of understanding of responsibilities in the WIOA program than white 

individuals (Table 56). The rankings within each area are presented below:  

¶ AA, H/L,W, T, A, O: Central; 

¶ A, O, AA, AI, T, W, H/L: City of Little Rock;  

¶ AA, W, T: Eastern; 

¶ H/L, W, AA, T, AI: North Central;  

¶ AA, W, A, T, O: Northeast;  

¶ AA, H/L, W, AI: Northwest;  



 

123 
 

¶ AA, T, H/L, W: Southeast;  

¶ AA, W, H/L, T, O, A: Southwest; 

¶ H/L, AA, O, W, T, A: West Central;  

¶ W, H/L, AA, A, T, AI: Western. 

Table 66: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities - 
 by Racial/Ethnic Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Yes -   (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity & 
ADWS Area 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or 

Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Central  *  72.4 
(39.9, 
91.2) 

90.3 
(86.8, 
92.9) 

87.9 
(73.1, 
95.1) 

*  50.7 
(20.2, 
80.7) 

72.8 
(57.7, 
 84) 

74 
(51.4, 
88.4) 

86.1 
(83.3, 
88.6) 

City of Little 
Rock 

88  
(45.5, 
98.5) 

95.3 
(72.2, 
99.4) 

89.1 
(86.6, 
91.2) 

75.5 
(52, 
89.8) 

*  91.8 
(71.9, 
98) 

70  
(54.7, 
81.8) 

88 
(70.6, 
95.7) 

80.6 
(76.2, 
84.3) 

Eastern  *  *  88.8 
(81.4, 
93.5) 

*  *  *  *  81.8 
(31.2, 
97.8) 

86.6 
(63.7, 
96) 

North 
Central 

47.9  
(7.7, 
91) 

*  84.4 
(69.2, 
92.8) 

90.3 
(53, 
98.7) 

*  *  56.4  
(24,  
84.1) 

58.9 
(32, 
81.3) 

85.1 
(81.2, 
88.3) 

Northeast *  76 
(21.4, 
97.4) 

94.5 
(90.1, 
 97) 

*  *  31.5 
(2.8, 
88) 

60.5 
(34.8, 
81.5) 

59.7 
(24.1, 
87.3) 

87.9 
(84.4, 
90.8) 

Northwest 82.2 
(47.8, 
95.9) 

*  93.2 
(75.9, 
98.4) 

89.9 
(71,  
97) 

*  *  82.9 
(57.6, 
94.6) 

*  87.6 
(84.2, 
90.4) 

Southeast *  *  89.3 
(85.2, 
92.3) 

85.7 
(41.9, 
98) 

*  *  42.5  
(17,  
72.7) 

88 
(45.5, 
98.5) 

84.9 
(78.2, 
89.8) 

Southwest *  55.4 
(19.9, 
86.1) 

89.7 
(85.6, 
92.7) 

76 
(48.2, 
91.5) 

*  56.8 
(16.2, 
89.9) 

67.8 
(46.5, 
83.6) 

73.7 
(40.8, 
91.9) 

87.7 
(82.6, 
91.4) 

West 
Central 

*  78.1 
(41.1, 
94.8) 

88.6 
(81.3, 
93.3) 

96.5 
(87, 
99.1) 

*  87.2 
(59.1, 
97) 

58.6 
(35.3, 
78.7) 

78.3 
(53, 
92) 

85.5 
(82.7, 
87.9) 

Western 79  
(31.3, 
96.9) 

80  
(32, 
97.1) 

86.9 
(65.4, 
95.9) 

87.5 
(59.3, 
97.1) 

*  *  77.3 
(46.7, 
 93) 

80 
(30.9, 
97.3) 

89.5 
(84.6, 
93) 
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Across all areas, except for the Western area, the highest or second highest rate of understanding 

of responsibilities in the WIOA program were individuals with either high school or GED 

ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ŀƴ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΦ CƻǊ ŀƭƭ areas, except the Northeast 

and Northwest areas, individuals with less than high school education reported the lowest or 

second lowest rates of understanding of responsibilities in the WIOA program. The rankings 

within each area are shown below:  

¶ SC, HS, BD, AD, G/P, LHS: Central; 

¶ HS, AD, G/P, SC, LHS, BD: City of Little 

Rock; 

¶ AD, SC, HS, LHS: Eastern; 

¶ BD, SC, HS, G/P, AD, LHS : North Central; 

¶ AD, HS, LHS, SC, G/P, BD: Northeast; 

¶ LHS, AD, HS, SC, BD, G/P: Northwest; 

¶ SC, HS, BD, AD, LHS, G/P: Southeast; 

¶ AD, HS, BD, SC, LHS, G/P: Southwest; 

¶ G/P, SC, BD, AD, HS, LHS: West Central; 

¶ G/P, BD, HS, SC, LHS, AD: Western. 

Table 67: Summary of Understanding WIOA Responsibilities ς  
by Educational Attainment & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Yes -  (Confidence Limits) 

Education & 
ADWS Area 

Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School 
or GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Central  69.1 
(47.9, 
84.5) 

86.3 
(81.8, 
89.8) 

89.1 
(85.8, 
91.7) 

84.2 
 (77, 
 89.4) 

86.3  
(80.4, 
90.7) 

83.2  
(73.6,  
89.8) 

*  

City of Little 
Rock 

80.5 
(63.6, 
90.8) 

90.6 
(86.5, 
93.5) 

84.8 
(81,  
88) 

85.9  
(79.5, 
 90.5) 

79.4  
(73.2, 
84.6) 

85.5 
 (77.8,  
90.9) 

*  

Eastern  66.7  
(31,  
89.9) 

85.9 
(74.2, 
92.8) 

89.4 
(77.5, 
95.4) 

96.1  
(76.6, 
 99.5) 

*  *  *  

North 
Central 

65.8 
(33.6, 
87.9) 

84.5 
(78, 
89.3) 

85.8 
(79.5, 
90.4) 

80.4  
(70.4, 
 87.7) 

86.1  
(72.9, 
93.5) 

83.7  
(62.2,  
94.1) 

68.5  
(12,  
97.2) 
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Northeast 89.4 
(70.8, 
96.7) 

89.9 
(85.5, 
93.1) 

88.4 
(83, 
92.3) 

90.3  
(80.2,  
95.6) 

80.4  
(67.2, 
89.2) 

86.6  
(67.8,  
95.2) 

*  

Northwest 92  
(72.3, 
98.1) 

89.5 
(82.8, 
93.8) 

87.6 
(82, 
91.7) 

91.8  
(84.5, 
 95.9) 

85.8 
 (76.6, 
91.7) 

82.3  
(65.9, 
 91.8) 

*  

Southeast 81.4 
(58.6, 
93.1) 

88 
(81.9, 
92.2) 

89.4 
(83.9, 
93.2) 

81.5  
(67.8,  
90.2) 

84.1 
 (72.6, 
91.3) 

80.5 
 (56.9,  
92.8) 

*  

Southwest 84.8 
(59.8, 
95.5) 

88 
(82.6, 
92) 

85.7 
(80.2, 
89.8) 

91.4 
 (82.3, 
96.1) 

86  
(73.6, 
93.1) 

82.7  
(65.3, 
 92.4) 

59.4 
(11.1, 
94.4) 

West 
Central 

80 
 (63.5, 
90.2) 

84.3 
(79.6, 
88.1) 

87.3 
(82.9, 
90.7) 

84.4  
(76.6, 
 89.9) 

86.8 
 (80.1, 
91.4) 

88.6 
 (77.2,  
94.7) 

*  

Western 86.4 
(40.8, 
98.3) 

87 
(76.9, 
93.1) 

87 
(79.3, 
92.2) 

86.3  
(71.5, 
 94) 

93.1  
(79.7, 
97.9) 

95.5 
 (73.3,  
99.4) 

*  

Would you recommend this program? 

Would not Recommend; Would Possibly Recommend; Would Recommend; Would Strongly 

Recommend; Would Very Strongly Recommend 

The proportion of ADWS WIOA recipients who reported that they would recommend, strongly 

recommend, or very strongly recommend the program they had received ranged from 69% in the 

Northwest area to 83% in the Eastern area. The North Central, Northwest, Southwest, West 

Central, and Western areas showed a statistically significant difference between men and 

women, as women reported a higher recommendation rate than men. In addition, all areas, 

except for the Northeast, West Central, and Western areas, saw individuals who identified as 

other gender report a lower recommendation rate than both men and women (Table 58). 
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Table 68: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program - by Gender Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Would Recommend/Strongly Recommend/Very Strongly Recommend  

-  (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Central  73.6  
(70.6, 76.4) 

72.5 
 (67.8, 76.7) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

52.6 
 (31.1, 73.2) 

72.7  
(70, 75.3) 

City of Little Rock 74.3  
(71.3, 77) 

70.9  
(66.1, 75.3) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

51.9  
(33.6, 69.6) 

72.2  
(69.5, 74.8) 

Eastern  85.6  
(78.5, 90.6) 

77.4 
 (59.6, 88.8) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

*  82.5  
(75.2, 88) 

North Central 81.2  
(77, 84.7) 

71.6 
 (64, 78.2) 

50  
(12.3, 87.7) 

40  
(10, 80) 

76.2  
(72.1, 79.9) 

Northeast 78  
(73.9, 81.5) 

75.1  
(68.7, 80.6) 

*  33.3  
(11.1, 66.7) 

76.1  
(72.4, 79.4) 

Northwest 74.4  
(69.8, 78.5) 

64.4  
(57.6, 70.6) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

50  
(20, 80) 

68.7  
(64.5, 72.6) 

Southeast 77  
(72.5, 81) 

75.3  
(67.7, 81.7) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

*  76.2  
(72.1, 79.9) 

Southwest 83.4  
(79.7, 86.6) 

76.9  
(70.3, 82.4) 

66.7  
(15.3, 95.7) 

60  
(29.7, 84.2) 

80  
(76.4, 83.1) 

West Central 78.6  
(75.5, 81.4) 

72  
(67, 76.5) 

*  55.6  
(25.1, 82.3) 

75.2  
(72.3, 77.9) 

Western 79  
(72.9, 84.1) 

70.2  
(61.2, 77.9) 

*  62.5  
(28.5, 87.5) 

74  
(68.5, 78.8) 

All areas, except for the Eastern, Northeast, and Southeast areas, saw the 18-24 age group report 

the highest rate of recommendations of the WIOA program. The Central, Eastern, North Central, 

Northwest, Southwest, and West Central areas saw the 65+ age group report the lowest rate of 

recommendations of the WIOA program (Table 59). The rankings within each area are presented 

below: 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 45-64, 65+: Central, 

Northwest, Southwest, and West 

Central; 

¶ 18-24, 65+, 25-44, 45-64: City of Little 

Rock; 

¶ 45-64, 18-24, 25-44, 65+: Eastern;  
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¶ 18-24, 45-64, 25-44, 65+: North Central; 

¶ 65+, 18-24, 25-44, 45-64: Northeast; 

¶ 25-44, 46-64, 65+, 18-24: Southeast; 

¶ 18-24, 65+, 45-64, 25-44: Western. 

Table 69: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program - by Age Group & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Would Recommend/Strongly Recommend/Very Strongly Recommend  

-  (Confidence Limits) 

Age &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Central  79.8 
 (71.5, 86.2) 

73 
 (69, 76.6) 

71.7 
 (67, 75.9) 

71  
(58.9, 80.7) 

38.3 
 (15.8, 67.2) 

City of Little Rock 75.5  
(66.5, 82.7) 

73.6  
(70, 76.9) 

70  
(65, 74.5) 

74.5  
(61.3, 84.4) 

37.5 
 (17.4, 63.1) 

Eastern  83.8  
(67.1, 92.9) 

81.6 
 (70.9, 88.9) 

87.5 
 (69.9, 95.5) 

50 
 (11, 89) 

*  

North Central 90.7  
(79.9, 96) 

74.3  
(68.3, 79.5) 

75.2  
(67.8, 81.3) 

69.8  
(42.3, 87.9) 

78.6  
(27.5, 97.3) 

Northeast 83.6  
(73.4, 90.4) 

75.7  
(70.5, 80.3) 

73.1  
(66, 79.2) 

88  
(70.6, 95.7) 

18.2 
 (2.5, 65.6) 

Northwest 78.6 
 (63.6, 88.5) 

72.7 
 (66.5, 78.2) 

64.7 
 (58, 70.9) 

60.8 
 (42.4, 76.5) 

48.6 
 (18.4, 79.9) 

Southeast 60.9 
 (47.5, 72.9) 

81.3 
 (75.8, 85.8) 

74.9 
 (67.2, 81.3) 

65.6 
 (44, 82.3) 

*  

Southwest 91.9 
 (81, 96.8) 

81.5 
 (76.5, 85.6) 

74.8 
 (67.6, 80.9) 

74  
(55.8, 86.6) 

69.2 
 (30.3, 92.1) 

West Central 77.3 
 (67.3, 84.9) 

76.9 
 (72.7, 80.7) 

73.9 
 (69, 78.2) 

72.2  
(58.7, 82.6) 

50.6  
(20.8, 79.9) 

Western 82.1 
 (59.7, 93.4) 

73.3 
 (64.8, 80.4) 

74.3 
 (65.2, 81.7) 

79.5 
 (52.8, 93) 

38.1 
 (12.5, 72.7) 

In all areas, except for the North Central and Western areas, African American individuals 

reported higher recommendation rates of the WIOA program than white individuals (Table 60). 

The rankings within each area are shown below: 

¶ T, AA, PI, W, H/L, A, O: Central 

¶ AA, T, O, W, A, H/L, AI: City of Little Rock 

¶ AA, T, W: Eastern 

¶ W, AA, T, A, AI: North Central 

¶ AI, A, W, T: Northeast 

¶ AA, O, A, H/L, W, AI, T: Northwest 
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¶ T, AA, W, AI, H/L, O: Southeast 

¶ AA, AI, W, A, O, H/L, T: Southwest 

¶ A, H/L, W, AA, O, T, AI: West Central 

¶ AA, W, H/L, O, AI: Western 

Table 70: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program ς 
 by Racial/Ethnic Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Would Recommend/Strongly Recommend/Very Strongly Recommend  

-  (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity & 
ADWS Area 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or 

Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Central  *  66.4 
(34.3, 
88.2) 

78.7 
(74.1, 
82.7) 

68.4 
(47.6, 
83.8) 

74.5 
(24.1, 
96.4) 

58.7 
(25.7, 
85.4) 

52.3 
(37.5, 
66.8) 

80.7 
(59.5, 
92.3) 

71.1 
(67.5, 
74.5) 

City of Little 
Rock 

38  
(9.1, 
 79) 

55.1 
(27.8, 
79.7) 

78  
(74.7,  
81) 

45.7 
(26.4, 
66.4) 

*  75.4 
(53.2, 
89.2) 

39.9 
(26.4, 
55.1) 

76.5 
(59.3, 
87.9) 

68.3 
(63.2, 
72.9) 

Eastern  *  *  85.5 
(77.6, 
90.9) 

*  *  *  51.8  
(8.8, 
92.3) 

81.8 
(31.2, 
97.8) 

73.3 
(50.2, 
88.2) 

North 
Central 

47.9  
(7.7,  
91) 

60  
(20,  
90) 

76  
(58.6, 
87.7) 

*  *  *  69.2 
(35.5, 
90.2) 

74  
(45, 
90.8) 

76.2 
(71.8, 
80.2) 

Northeast *  76 
(21.4, 
97.4) 

83.3 
(76.4, 
88.4) 

*  *  *  31.8 
(13.3, 
58.5) 

40.3 
(12.7, 
75.9) 

75.5 
(71, 
79.6) 

Northwest 64.5 
(33.5, 
86.8) 

73.1 
(32.1, 
94) 

93.2 
(75.9, 
98.4) 

70.8 
(49.6, 
85.7) 

*  79.3 
(31.1, 
97) 

37  
(18.5, 
60.3) 

53.1 
(22.3, 
81.7) 

69.3 
(64.7, 
73.6) 

Southeast 72.8 
(30.1, 
94.3) 

*  77.4 
(72.1, 
81.8) 

57.1 
(23, 
85.6) 

*  50 
(5.9, 
94.1) 

57.5 
(25.4, 
84.3) 

88 
(45.5, 
98.5) 

76.4 
(68.8, 
82.6) 

Southwest 81.7  
(34,  
97.5) 

76.8 
(28, 
96.6) 

85.4 
(80.8, 
 89) 

63 
(33.3, 
85.3) 

*  70.4 
(20.5, 
95.7) 

58.5 
(38.2, 
76.3) 

61.1 
(31.5, 
84.2) 

78.1 
(71.9, 
83.2) 

West 
Central 

67.5 
(39.8, 
86.7) 

93.1 
(63, 
99.1) 

75.3  
(67, 

 82.1) 

76.6 
(60.2, 
87.6) 

*  75.2 
(43.3, 
92.4) 

52.3 
(30.3, 
73.5) 

68 
(44.5, 
84.9) 

75.8 
(72.5, 
78.9) 

Western 40.3 
(12.7, 
75.9) 

*  77.5 
(59.2, 
89.1) 

75 
(47.8, 
90.8) 

*  60.6 
(13.7, 
93.7) 

31.8 
(11.7, 
62.2) 

*  75.5 
(69.1, 
81) 
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When considering educational attainment, the Central, City of Little Rock, and Northeast areas 

saw individuals with high school/GED education report the highest recommendation rates. In 

addition, the Eastern, North Central, and Southeast areas saw individuals with some college 

education report the highest recommendation rates. The Central, North Central, Southeast, and 

West Central areas saw individual with a graduate or professional degree report the lowest 

recommendation rates, while the City of Little Rock, Northwest, Southwest, and Western areas 

ǎŀǿ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 

rankings within each area are shown below:  

¶ HS, AD, SC, BD, LHS, G/P: Central 

¶ HS, LHS, SC, AD, G/P, BD: City of Little 

Rock 

¶ SC, AD, BD, HS, LHS: Eastern 

¶ SC, LHS, HS, AD, BD, G/P: North Central 

¶ HS, AD, SC, BD, G/P, LHS: Northeast 

¶ LHS, AD, HS, SC, G/P, BD: Northwest 

¶ SC, BD, LHS, HS, AD, G/P: Southeast 

¶ LHS, AD, SC, HS, G/P, BD: Southwest 

¶ AD, HS, LHS, SC, BD, G/P: West Central 

¶ G/P, HS, SC, AD, LHS, BD: Western 

Table 71: Recommendation Rate of the WIOA Program - 
 by Educational Attainment & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Would Recommend/Strongly Recommend/Very Strongly Recommend  

-  (Confidence Limits) 

Education & 
ADWS Area 

Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School 
or GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Central  68.5 
(46.1, 
84.7) 

77.8 
(72.7, 
82.2) 

71.5 
(66.8, 
75.8) 

74.9  
(67.5, 
 81.2) 

70.9  
(63.5, 
77.3) 

60.4  
(49.5, 
 70.4) 

*  

City of Little 
Rock 

73.4  
(53,  
87.1) 

77.7 
(72.3, 
82.3) 

72.8 
(68.1, 
77) 

70.9 
 (63.1, 
77.6) 

65.9 
 (59,  
72.2) 

69.6  
(60.5,  
77.3) 

*  
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Eastern  58.7 
(25.7, 
85.4) 

77  
(64, 
86.3) 

89.4 
(77.5, 
95.4) 

87.5  
(59.9, 
 97) 

87  
(42.2, 
98.4) 

*  *  

North 
Central 

77.2 
(42.1,  
94) 

76.4 
(69.3, 
82.3) 

81.3 
(74.4, 
86.8) 

72.9  
(61.4, 
 82) 

72.4 
 (58.5,  

83) 

67.4  
(46.1, 
 83.3) 

*  

Northeast 59.8 
(36.6, 
79.3) 

81.4 
(75.5, 
86.1) 

74.9 
(68.3, 
80.6) 

75.5  
(64.6,  
83.9) 

67.3  
(53.7, 
78.6) 

66  
(45.4, 
 81.9) 

*  

Northwest 78.7  
(50, 

 93.1) 

74 
(65.3, 
81.1) 

68.8 
(61.6, 
75.3) 

74.9  
(64.7, 
 82.9) 

57.3  
(46.3, 
67.7) 

64.2 
 (46.9, 
 78.5) 

*  

Southeast 76  
(49, 

 91.2) 

73.5 
(65.7, 
80.1) 

81.7 
(75, 
 87) 

72.8  
(60.6, 
 82.4) 

77.9  
(65.6, 
86.7) 

49.6  
(26.3, 
 73) 

*  

Southwest 84.8 
(59.8, 
95.5) 

80 
(73.4, 
85.3) 

80.5 
(74.3, 
85.5) 

80.9  
(69.8, 
 88.5) 

76.5  
(63.2, 
 86) 

80  
(62.6, 
 90.5) 

59.4 
(11.1, 
94.4) 

West 
Central 

74.1 
(56.9,  
86) 

78.5 
(73.4, 
83) 

72.3 
(67,  
77) 

82.1  
(74.5,  
87.9) 

72  
(63.5, 
79.2) 

68.1  
(54.6,  
79.1) 

*  

Western 70.4 
(20.5, 
95.7) 

77.2 
(65.8, 
85.6) 

73.9 
(65, 
81.3) 

72.9  
(57.6, 
 84.2) 

67.1  
(50.7, 
80.1) 

81.2  
(52.3, 
 94.4) 

*  

Did you receive the services needed to achieve your goal as outlined in the plan you developed 

with your case manager? 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΤ wŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ bƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ bŜŜŘŜŘΤ wŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ {ƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ bŜŜŘŜŘΤ 

Received Most but Not All Services Needed; Received All Services Needed 

The proportion of ADWS WIOA recipients who reported that they received most or all of the 

services needed to achieve outlined goals ranged from 49% in the City of Little Rock area to 62% 

in the Eastern area. There was not a statistically significant difference between men and women, 

across all areas, with respect to the rates at which they received needed services. A few 

statistically significant differences were present concerning other gender identities. In the 

Eastern area, women received needed services at a higher rate than other gender identities, and 
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both men and women received needed services at a higher rate than other gender identities in 

the Southwest area. In addition, other gender identities received needed services at a higher rate 

than both men and women in the North Central area. 

Table 72: Status of WIOA Services Rendered - by Gender Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Received Most/All Services Needed 

-  (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Central  48.1  
(44.8, 51.5) 

51.7  
(46.7, 56.6) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

21.1  
(8.1, 44.6) 

49.5 
 (46.5, 52.4) 

City of Little Rock 49.5  
(46.3, 52.7) 

48.9 
 (43.9, 54) 

*  33.3 
 (18.3, 52.7) 

48.8 
 (46, 51.7) 

Eastern  65.2  
(56.7, 72.8) 

58.1  
(40.4, 73.9) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

*  62.2 
 (54, 69.7) 

North Central 55.7 
 (50.8, 60.6) 

55.5 
 (47.6, 63.1) 

75  
(23.8, 96.7) 

20 
 (2.7, 69.1) 

55.4 
 (51, 59.8) 

Northeast 55.1  
(50.5, 59.6) 

57.7 
 (50.8, 64.4) 

*  11.1 
 (1.5, 50) 

55.9 
 (51.8, 59.9) 

Northwest 49.9 
 (44.9, 54.9) 

51.2 
 (44.4, 58) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

25 
 (6.3, 62.3) 

50.3 
 (46, 54.6) 

Southeast 52.4  
(47.3, 57.4) 

52.7 
 (44.6, 60.7) 

*  50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

52.3 
 (47.7, 56.9) 

Southwest 60.2  
(55.6, 64.6) 

56.5 
 (49.2, 63.4) 

33.3  
(4.3, 84.7) 

40 
 (15.8, 70.3) 

58 
 (53.9, 62) 

West Central 53.2 
 (49.6, 56.8) 

51.9  
(46.6, 57.1) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

11.1  
(1.5, 50) 

52.2 
 (49, 55.4) 

Western 53.2  
(46.3, 59.9) 

55.3 
 (46.1, 64.1) 

*  50 
 (20, 80) 

54.1 
 (48.2, 59.8) 

The Central, City of Little Rock, North Central, Northeast, Northwest, and West Central areas saw 

the 18-24 group report the highest rate of receiving needed services (Table 63). The rankings 

within each area are presented below: 

¶ 18-24, 45-64, 25-44, 65+: Central, North 

Central; 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 45-64, 65+: City of Little 

Rock; 
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¶ 45-64, 18-24, 25-44: Eastern; 

¶ 18-24, 65+, 25-44, 45-64: Northeast; 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 65+, 45-64: Northwest; 

¶ 25-44, 45-64, 65+, 18-24: Southeast; 

¶ 65+, 18-24, 25-44, 45-64: Southwest; 

¶ 18-24, 65+, 45-64, 25-44: West Central; 

¶ 65+, 45-64, 18-24, 25-44: Western. 

Table 73: Status of WIOA Services Rendered - by Age Group & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Received Most/All Services Needed 

-  (Confidence Limits) 

Age &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Central  61.7 
 (52.4, 70.3) 

46.3 
 (42.1, 50.6) 

50.5 
 (45.5, 55.4) 

46.1 
 (34.3, 58.3) 

55.2  
(27.8, 79.7) 

City of Little Rock 54.9 
 (45.7, 63.8) 

51.1  
(47.1, 55.1) 

45.8  
(40.7, 51) 

36.7 
 (25.1, 50.1) 

35.9 
 (16.4, 61.5) 

Eastern  63.6 
 (46.8, 77.7) 

58 
 (46.6, 68.6) 

66 
 (47.8, 80.5) 

*  *  

North Central 59.7 
 (45.8, 72.3) 

54.7  
(48.4, 60.8) 

56.3 
 (48.7, 63.6) 

44.9 
 (23.9, 68) 

50  
(12.1, 87.9) 

Northeast 65.6 
 (54.4, 75.3) 

55.2 
 (49.5, 60.8) 

53.8 
 (46.4, 61.1) 

60 
 (40.5, 76.7) 

*  

Northwest 55.7 
 (40.9, 69.6) 

54.3 
 (47.8, 60.7) 

45.8 
 (39.2, 52.6) 

54.2 
 (36.3, 71) 

19.4 
 (4.5, 55) 

Southeast 48.1  
(35.4, 60.9) 

53.5  
(47.1, 59.8) 

52.3 
 (44.2, 60.3) 

48.2  
(28.1, 68.9) 

*  

Southwest 64.5 
 (51.4, 75.7) 

59.9 
 (54.2, 65.4) 

52.3 
 (44.8, 59.7) 

66.4 
 (47.3, 81.3) 

30.8 
 (7.9, 69.7) 

West Central 57.2  
(46.5, 67.3) 

51.6  
(46.9, 56.2) 

52 
 (46.9, 57.2) 

54.6 
 (41.4, 67.2) 

31.8 
 (9.9, 66.5) 

Western 53.3  
(34, 71.6) 

51  
(42.3, 59.6) 

55.9  
(46.5, 64.9) 

69.5  
(44.2, 86.7) 

38.1 
 (12.5, 72.7) 

In all areas, except for the North Central and West Central areas, individuals who identified as 

two or more races reported lower rates of receiving needed services than individuals who 

identified as African American or white (Table 64). The rankings within each area are shown 

below: 
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¶ H/L, AI, W, O, AA, PI, T, A: Central                              

¶ A, H/L, T, AA, W, AI: North Central 

¶ AA, AI, W, A, T, O, H/L: City of Little Rock                 

¶ H/L, A, AI, AA, W, T: Northeast 

¶ W, AA, T: Eastern                                                             

¶  A, AA, AI, W, O, T: Northwest 

¶ AA, W, AI, H/L, T: Southeast 

¶ AI, AA, W, T, H/L, O, A: Southwest 

¶ H/L, W, AA, AI, A, T, O: West Central 

¶ W, AA, A, AI, H/L, T, O: Western 

Table 74: Status of WIOA Services Rendered - by Racial/Ethnic Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Received Most/All Services Needed 

-  (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity & 
ADWS Area 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or 

Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Central  51.4 
(14.1, 
87.2) 

21.5 
(6.4, 
52.6) 

50.5 
(45.2, 
55.8) 

54.3 
(35.1, 
72.3) 

49 
(13.2, 
85.9) 

50.7 
(20.2, 
80.7) 

29.6 
 (18, 
44.5) 

41.1 
(23.3, 
61.6) 

50.9 
(47, 
54.7) 

City of Little 
Rock 

50  
(15.2, 
84.8) 

44.9 
(20.3, 
72.2) 

52 
 (48.3, 
55.8) 

22.9 
(10, 
44.3) 

*  35.6 
(16.5, 
60.7) 

34.8 
(22.1, 
50.3) 

42.9 
(26.8, 
60.6) 

47.6 
(42.4, 
52.8) 

Eastern  *  *  61.9 
(52.8, 
70.3) 

*  *  *  *  42.4 
(8.8, 
84.9) 

73.3 
(50.2, 
88.2) 

North 
Central 

24 
 (2.6, 
78.6) 

80 
(30.9, 
97.3) 

58.2 
(40.8, 
73.7) 

59.7 
(24.1, 
87.3) 

*  *  34.6 
(11.1, 
69.3) 

58.9 
(32, 
81.3) 

55.2 
(50.4, 
59.9) 

Northeast 66.7 
(15.3, 
95.7) 

76 
(21.4, 
97.4) 

60.6 
(52.7, 
68.1) 

89.1 
(49.7, 
98.5) 

*  *  10.8 
 (2.6, 
35.4) 

9.7 
(1.3, 
47) 

56.1 
(51.2, 
61) 

Northwest 58.9 
(29.5, 
83.1) 

84.6 
(38.5, 
98) 

61.4 
(38.3, 
80.3) 

32.8 
(17.5, 
52.8) 

*  49.2 
(16.5, 
82.5) 

27.6 
(12.2, 
51.3) 

40.6 
(14.2, 
73.9) 

51.2 
(46.5, 
55.9) 

Southeast 43.2 
(10.1, 
83.8) 

*  55.6 
(49.8, 
61.2) 

42.9 
(14.4, 
77) 

*  *  10  
(1.4, 
 47) 

12 
 (1.5, 
54.5) 

52.3 
(44.2, 
60.3) 

Southwest 63.4 
(23.7, 
90.6) 

10.7 
(1.4, 
50.5) 

61 
 (55.2, 
66.6) 

44 
(18.6, 
73) 

*  27.2 
(5.7, 
69.9) 

35.6 
 (19, 
56.6) 

47.4 
(21.2, 
75.1) 

59.7 
(53.1, 
66) 

West 
Central 

51.7 
(26.5, 
 76) 

50.6 
(22.3, 
78.5) 

52.2 
(43.6, 
60.7) 

65.6 
(48.6, 
79.4) 

*  34.9 
(13, 
65.8) 

30.4 
(14.1, 
53.6) 

50.3 
(28.7, 
71.8) 

52.5 
(48.8, 
56.1) 
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Western 40.3 
(12.7, 
75.9) 

41.5 
(12.7, 
77.6) 

43.4 
(25.9, 
62.8) 

38.2 
(18.3, 
63) 

*  18.2 
(2.2, 
68.8) 

25 
 (7.9, 
56.4) 

20  
(2.7, 
69.1) 

59.7 
(52.9, 
66) 

The Central, City of Little Rock, North Central, Southeast, and Western areas saw individuals with 

less than high school education report the lowest rates of receiving needed services. In addition, 

the Eastern ŀƴŘ bƻǊǘƘ 9ŀǎǘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǎŀǿ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ 

of receiving needed services, while individuals with a graduate or professional degree reported 

the lowest rates of receiving needed services in the Southwest and West Central areas. The 

rankings within each area are shown below:  

¶ HS, SC, AD, BD, G/P, LHS: Central 

¶ AD, HS, BD, SC, G/P, LHS: City of Little 

Rock 

¶ G/P, LHS, SC, AD, HS, BD: Eastern 

¶ SC, AD, HS, G/P, BD, LHS: North Central 

¶ HS, SC, G/P, LHS, AD, BD: Northeast 

¶ LHS, SC, BD, AD, G/P, HS: Northwest 

¶ SC, AD, HS, BD, G/P, LHS: Southeast 

¶ LHS, AD, SC, HS, BD, G/P: Southwest 

¶ HS, BD, SC, LHS, AD, G/P: West Central 

¶ G/P, SC, BD, AD, HS, LHS: Western 

Table 75: Status of WIOA Services Rendered - by Educational Attainment & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Received Most/All Services Needed 

-  (Confidence Limits) 

Education & 
ADWS Area 

Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School 
or GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Central  34.3 
 (18, 
55.3) 

53.9 
(48.2, 
59.5) 

51.8 
(46.9, 
56.8) 

45.6 
 (37.9, 
53.7) 

45.3 
 (37.8, 
53.1) 

40.5 
 (30.3,  
51.6) 

*  

City of Little 
Rock 

41.2 
(24.3, 
60.4) 

50.8 
(45, 
56.7) 

47.1 
(42.2, 
52) 

55.3 
 (47.3, 
63.1) 

49.9  
(43.1, 
56.8) 

42 
 (33.2,  
51.4) 

50 
 (5.9, 
94.1) 
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Eastern  68 
 (35.6, 
89.1) 

60.8 
(47.7, 
72.5) 

64.9 
(50.9, 
76.7) 

63.8  
(41.7, 
 81.3) 

43.4 
 (11.3, 
82.2) 

80.7 
 (29.3, 
 97.7) 

*  

North 
Central 

50 
 (23, 
 77) 

54.9 
(47.5, 
62.1) 

58.7 
(50.5, 
66.4) 

55.4  
(44,  
66.2) 

52.3 
 (39, 
 65.3) 

54.7 
 (35.1, 
 73) 

*  

Northeast 52.7 
(30.4, 
 74) 

58.4 
(51.8, 
64.8) 

56.7 
(49.7, 
63.5) 

50.8  
(39.4,  
62.1) 

48.4  
(35.2, 
61.9) 

53.9 
 (34.6, 
 72) 

*  

Northwest 67.4 
(42.9, 
 85) 

44.3 
(35.9, 
53.1) 

57.3 
(50, 
64.4) 

45.9  
(35.6,  
56.6) 

47.9  
(37.3, 
58.8) 

44.5  
(29, 

 61.2) 

31.5 
 (2.8, 
 88) 

Southeast 18.6  
(6.9, 
41.4) 

53.9 
(45.8, 
61.7) 

56.6 
(48.8, 
64) 

54.7 
 (42.1, 
66.8) 

45.9 
 (33.6, 
58.8) 

35 
 (15.7, 
 60.8) 

*  

Southwest 70.3 
(46.9, 
86.4) 

59.3 
(51.8, 
66.4) 

60.7 
(53.9, 
67.1) 

63.9 
 (52.2, 
74.1) 

45 
 (32.4, 
58.4) 

38 
 (23.1, 
 55.5) 

59.4 
(11.1, 
94.4) 

West 
Central 

50.6 
(34.3, 
66.8) 

54.8 
(49, 
60.4) 

51.5 
(46, 
56.9) 

49.3  
(40.6,  
58.1) 

54  
(45.4, 
62.3) 

45.8  
(33.4, 
 58.7) 

*  

Western 27.2 
 (5.7, 
69.9) 

49 
(37.8, 
60.2) 

56.6 
(47.3, 
65.4) 

51.2  
(36.4,  
65.8) 

55.9  
(40.3, 
70.3) 

72.2  
(44.9,  
89.2) 

*  

Overall were you satisfied with the services in the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act 

Program? 

Very Dissatisfied; Dissatisfied; Neither Satisfied or Dissatisfied; Satisfied; Very Satisfied 

The proportion of ADWS WIOA recipients who reported that they were satisfied or very satisfied 

with the services in the WIOA program ranged from 59% in the Central, City of Little Rock, and 

Northwest areas to 72% in the Eastern area. Several statistically significant differences were 

present among the gender groups. The Central, Eastern, North Central, Northwest, Southeast, 

Southwest, and West Central areas saw women reported the highest satisfaction rates, followed 

by men, and other gender identities. In addition, women reported higher satisfaction rates than 

men in the City of Little Rock area (Table 66). 
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Table 76: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program - by Gender Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Satisfied/Very Satisfied 
-  (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Central  60.8 
 (57.5, 64) 

57.4  
(52.4, 62.3) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

26.3 
 (11.4, 49.8) 

58.6 
 (55.7, 61.5) 

City of Little Rock 61.1  
(57.9, 64.2) 

57.1 
 (52.1, 62) 

*  33.3  
(18.3, 52.7) 

58.8 
 (55.9, 61.6) 

Eastern  75.8  
(67.7, 82.3) 

67.7  
(49.7, 81.7) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

*  72.3  
(64.3, 79) 

North Central 70.5  
(65.8, 74.8) 

63.2  
(55.4, 70.4) 

50 
 (12.3, 87.7) 

20 
 (2.7, 69.1) 

66.6  
(62.2, 70.7) 

Northeast 65.6 
 (61.1, 69.9) 

61.2 
 (54.3, 67.7) 

*  33.3 
 (11.1, 66.7) 

63.2  
(59.1, 67) 

Northwest 61.9  
(56.9, 66.6) 

57.1  
(50.2, 63.7) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

37.5 
 (12.5, 71.5) 

59  
(54.7, 63.2) 

Southeast 68.8 
 (63.9, 73.3) 

61.6 
 (53.5, 69.2) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

65.4 
 (60.9, 69.7) 

Southwest 72.3 
 (67.9, 76.2) 

71.5 
 (64.6, 77.5) 

33.3 
 (4.3, 84.7) 

50 
 (22.4, 77.6) 

71.4 
 (67.5, 75) 

West Central 63.6 
 (60.1, 67) 

58.3 
 (53, 63.4) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

22.2 
 (5.6, 57.9) 

60.6 
 (57.5, 63.7) 

Western 62.9 
 (56.1, 69.3) 

64.9  
(55.7, 73.1) 

*  37.5 
 (12.5, 71.5) 

63.5  
(57.8, 68.9) 

The Central, City of Little Rock, North Central, Northeast, Southwest, and West Central areas saw 

the 18-24 age group report the highest rate of satisfaction with the WIOA program. The Central, 

City of Little Rock, Eastern, Southeast, and Southwest areas saw the 65+ age group report the 

lowest rate of satisfaction with the WIOA program (Table 67). The rankings within each area are 

presented below: 

¶ 18-24, 45-64, 25-44, 65+: Central; 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 45-64, 65+: City of Little 

Rock, Southwest; 

¶ 25-44, 45-64, 18-24, 65+: Eastern, 

Southeast; 

¶ 18-24, 65+, 45-64, 25-44: North Central; 
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¶ 18-24, 45-64, 65+, 25-44: Northeast; 

¶ 65+, 18-24, 25-44, 45-64: Northwest; 

¶ 18-24, 65+, 25-44, 45-64: West Central; 

¶ 65+, 18-24, 45-64, 25-44: Western; 

Table 77: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program - by Age Group & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Satisfied/Very Satisfied 
-  (Confidence Limits) 

Age &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Central  75.7  
(67.1, 82.6) 

57.4  
(53.1, 61.6) 

57.7  
(52.7, 62.5) 

48.1 
 (36.2, 60.1) 

43 
 (18.6, 71.4) 

City of Little Rock 63.5  
(54.1, 71.9) 

62.1 
 (58.2, 65.9) 

55.2  
(50.1, 60.3) 

45.2  
(32.4, 58.7) 

31.2  
(13.3, 57.3) 

Eastern  69.5 
 (52.1, 82.6) 

74.4  
(63.3, 83.1) 

70.6  
(52.1, 84.1) 

68.5  
(23.4, 93.9) 

*  

North Central 79.9 
 (65.8, 89.1) 

63.9  
(57.6, 69.7) 

66.3  
(58.7, 73.1) 

75.2 
 (50.3, 90) 

28.6 
 (4, 79.5) 

Northeast 78.4 
 (68, 86.1) 

60.3 
 (54.6, 65.8) 

62.9 
 (55.4, 69.8) 

62.5 
 (43.1, 78.6) 

18.2 
 (2.5, 65.6) 

Northwest 65.2 
 (50.3, 77.7) 

60.3  
(53.8, 66.5) 

56.4  
(49.6, 62.9) 

67.4 
 (48.8, 81.7) 

30.5 
 (9.3, 65.3) 

Southeast 59.6 
 (46.5, 71.5) 

69.5  
(63.3, 75.1) 

61.7  
(53.5, 69.4) 

59.4  
(37.6, 78) 

*  

Southwest 80.9 
 (69.6, 88.6) 

73.6  
(68.2, 78.3) 

66.8 
 (59.4, 73.4) 

61.4 
 (42.5, 77.4) 

57.7 
 (23.2, 86) 

West Central 71.1 
 (60.4, 79.9) 

60 
 (55.4, 64.5) 

59.2 
 (54, 64.1) 

62.8  
(49.3, 74.5) 

41.2  
(15.2, 73.2) 

Western 70.8  
(50.1, 85.4) 

61.7 
 (53, 69.7) 

64.1 
 (54.8, 72.5) 

76.3 
 (50.7, 91) 

25.4 
 (6.3, 63.2) 

In all areas, African American individuals reported a higher satisfaction rate with the WIOA 

program than white individuals (Table 68). The rankings within each area are shown below: 

¶ AI, AA, H/L, T, W, A, O, PI: Central; 

¶ AA, A, W, T, O, H/L, AI: City of Little 

Rock;  

¶ AA, W, T: Eastern;  

¶ A, T, AA, H/L, W, AI: North Central; 

¶ H/L, A, AA, W, T: Northeast; 

¶ A, AI, H/L, AA, W, O, T: Northwest; 

¶ AA, W, T, AI, H/L: Southeast; 
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¶ H/L, AA, W, T, AI, O, A: Southwest; 

¶ H/L, T, AA, O, W, AI: West Central; 

¶ A, AA, W, O, T, H/L, AI: Western. 

Table 78: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program - by Racial/Ethnic Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Satisfied/Very Satisfied  
-  (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity & 
ADWS Area 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or 

Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Central  83.8 
(35.8, 
 98) 

50.9 
(23.8, 
77.4) 

67  
(61.9, 
71.7) 

66.8 
(47.3, 
81.9) 

49 
(13.2, 
85.9) 

50.7 
(20.2, 
80.7) 

24.9 
(14.7, 
38.9) 

57.8 
(36.7, 
76.4) 

56.6 
(52.7, 
60.4) 

City of Little 
Rock 

26 
 (3.9, 
75.6) 

55.1 
(27.8, 
79.7) 

66.8 
(63.2, 
70.3) 

36.2 
(18.9, 
57.9) 

*  40.4 
(20.5, 
64) 

35.9 
(22.7, 
51.6) 

47.5 
(30.8, 
64.8) 

51.4 
(46.1, 
56.5) 

Eastern  *  *  76.3 
(67.6, 
83.3) 

*  *  *  *  42.4 
(8.8, 
84.9) 

66.9 
(44.5, 
83.5) 

North 
Central 

24  
(2.6, 
78.6) 

80 
(30.9, 
97.3) 

78  
(60.4, 
89.1) 

69.3 
(29.1, 
92.6) 

*  *  43.6 
(15.9, 
 76) 

79.9 
(54.9, 
92.8) 

65.6 
(60.8, 
70.1) 

Northeast *  76 
(21.4, 
97.4) 

69.9 
(62.1, 
76.6) 

89.1 
(49.7, 
98.5) 

*  *  31.8 
(13.3, 
58.5) 

29  
(8.6, 
64) 

62.1 
(57.2, 
66.8) 

Northwest 76.6 
(44.6, 
 93) 

84.6 
(38.5, 
98) 

72.2 
(49.5, 
87.3) 

73.7 
(53, 
87.4) 

*  58.7 
(21, 
88.3) 

28.8 
(12.8, 
52.6) 

33.3 
(10.5, 
68.1) 

58.8 
(54.1, 
63.4) 

Southeast 43.2 
(10.1, 
83.8) 

*  69.5 
 (64, 
74.6) 

42.9 
(14.4, 
77) 

*  *  50 
 (21.3, 
78.7) 

50 
(15.2, 
84.8) 

62.6 
(54.5, 
70.2) 

Southwest 63.4 
(23.7, 
90.6) 

32.1 
(9.2, 
68.8) 

76.1 
(70.8, 
80.6) 

88 
(61.2, 
97.2) 

*  56.8 
(16.2, 
89.9) 

53.4 
(33.7, 
72.1) 

67.4 
(36.3, 
88.2) 

69.1 
(62.6, 
74.8) 

West 
Central 

51.7 
(26.5,  
76) 

*  66.5 
(57.8, 
74.1) 

74.6 
(57.5, 
86.4) 

*  64.2 
(34.8, 
85.8) 

33.5 
(16.4, 
56.4) 

68.6 
(46.2, 
84.8) 

59 
(55.3, 
62.6) 

Western 50  
(18.4, 
81.6) 

81.6 
(45.7, 
95.9) 

67.2 
(47.9, 
82.1) 

58.5 
(33.8, 
79.6) 

*  60.6 
(13.7, 
93.7) 

15.9  
(3.8, 
47.4) 

60  
(20, 
90) 

65.5 
(58.9, 
71.6) 
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The Central, City of Little Rock, Northeast, and West Central areas saw individuals with high 

school or GED education report the highest satisfaction rate with the WIOA program. In addition, 

the North Central, Northwest, and Southwest areas saw individuals with less than high school 

education report the highest satisfaction rate with the WIOA program. The Central, City of Little 

Rock, Southeast, Southwest, and West Central areas saw individuals with a graduate or 

professional degree report the lowest satisfaction rate with the WIOA program. The rankings 

within each area are shown below:  

¶ HS, AD, SC, LHS, BD, G/P: Central; 

¶ HS, SC, AD, BD, LHS, G/P: City of Little 

Rock;  

¶ AD, LHS, SC, HS, BD: Eastern;  

¶ LHS, G/P, SC, HS, BD, AD: North Central; 

¶ HS, AD, SC, G/P, BD, LHS: Northeast; 

¶ LHS, SC, HS, G/P, AD, BD: Northwest; 

¶ AD, SC, HS, BD, LHS, G/P: Southeast; 

¶ LHS, AD, HS, SC, BD, G/P: Southwest; 

¶ HS, LHS, SC, AD, BD, G/P: West Central; 

¶ G/P, AD, SC, HS, LHS, BD: Western. 

Table 79: Satisfaction with the WIOA Program - by Educational Attainment & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Satisfied/Very Satisfied 
-  (Confidence Limits) 

Education & 
ADWS Area 

Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School 
or GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Central  55.1 
(34.6, 
73.9) 

64.7 
(59.1, 
69.9) 

58.5 
(53.5, 
63.4) 

61.2 
 (53.3, 
68.7) 

53.9  
(46.2, 
61.4) 

41.9  
(31.7,  
53) 

*  

City of Little 
Rock 

49.1  
(31, 

 67.4) 

68.7 
(63, 
73.9) 

59.1 
(54.2, 
63.9) 

57.7  
(49.6, 
 65.4) 

55  
(48,  
61.8) 

44.9  
(35.9,  
54.3) 

50  
(5.9, 
94.1) 

Eastern  76 
 (43.5, 
92.9) 

70.7 
(57.5, 
81.1) 

74 
(60.3, 
84.1) 

84.2 
 (64.3, 
94.1) 

30.4 
 (6.5, 
73.2) 

*  *  
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North 
Central 

83.3 
(49.8, 
96.2) 

67 
(59.6, 
73.6) 

67.1 
(59.1, 
74.2) 

62  
(50.3,  
72.4) 

64.3 
 (50.3, 
76.3) 

77.4 
 (56.6,  

90) 

*  

Northeast 48.5 
(26.8, 
70.8) 

69.4 
(63, 
75.2) 

60.4 
(53.3, 
67) 

60.6 
 (48.9, 
71.3) 

55.1  
(41.4, 
 68) 

58.7  
(38.9,  
76) 

*  

Northwest 79.3 
(53.8, 
92.7) 

57.9 
(49.1, 
66.3) 

63.3 
(55.9, 
70.1) 

54.8 
 (44.1, 
 65) 

53.9 
 (43,  
64.5) 

55.5 
 (38.8, 
 71) 

31.5  
(2.8, 
 88) 

Southeast 46.5 
(24.8, 
69.6) 

63.5 
(55.3, 
70.9) 

70.5 
(62.9, 
77.1) 

74  
(61.8, 
 83.3) 

57.1  
(44.1, 
69.1) 

44.7  
(22.7, 
 69) 

*  

Southwest 81.2 
 (57, 
93.4) 

74.4 
(67.6, 
80.3) 

71 
(64.4, 
76.8) 

79  
(68,  
87) 

61.4 
 (48,  
73.3) 

55  
(37.9, 
 71) 

59.4 
(11.1, 
94.4) 

West 
Central 

60.3 
(43.2, 
75.2) 

66 
(60.3, 
71.2) 

59.3 
(53.7, 
64.5) 

59.1  
(50.1,  
67.5) 

57.7 
 (49,  
65.9) 

50.7  
(37.9,  
63.4) 

*  

Western 56.8 
(16.2, 
89.9) 

63.4 
(51.9, 
73.6) 

64.5 
(55.4, 
72.8) 

67.9 
 (52.7, 
80.1) 

52.8  
(37.5, 
67.6) 

76.7 
 (48.8, 
 91.9) 

*  

How satisfied were you with the professionalism and accessibility of staff? 

Very Dissatisfied; Dissatisfied; Neither Satisfied or Dissatisfied; Satisfied; Very Satisfied 

The proportion of ADWS WIOA recipients who reported that they were satisfied or very satisfied 

in ADWS staff ranged from 64% in the Central and City of Little Rock areas to 79% in the Eastern 

area. Several statistically significant differences were present among the gender groups. Among 

the Eastern, North Central, and Southwest areas, women reported the highest satisfaction rate 

in ADWS staff, followed by men, and other gender identities. In the Central and Northwest areas, 

men reported the highest satisfaction rate in ADWS staff, followed by women, and other gender 

identities. Lastly, women reported higher satisfaction rates in the ADWS staff than men in the 

Western area (Table 70).  
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Table 80: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by Gender Identity  & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Satisfied/Very Satisfied 
-  (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Central  63.8  
(60.5, 66.9) 

65.7  
(60.8, 70.3) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

31.6 
 (14.9, 54.8) 

64.2 
 (61.3, 67) 

City of Little Rock 64.8 
 (61.7, 67.8) 

64.8 
 (59.9, 69.5) 

*  40.7 
 (24.2, 59.7) 

64.2  
(61.4, 67) 

Eastern  86.4 
 (79.4, 91.2) 

67.7  
(49.7, 81.7) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

*  79.2 
 (71.3, 85.3) 

North Central 77.6 
 (73.2, 81.5) 

67.7 
 (60, 74.6) 

50 
 (12.3, 87.7) 

20 
 (2.7, 69.1) 

72.4 
 (68.2, 76.3) 

Northeast 67.4  
(63, 71.6) 

67.2 
 (60.4, 73.3) 

*  44.4 
 (17.7, 74.9) 

67.1  
(63.1, 70.8) 

Northwest 64 
 (59, 68.6) 

65.9 
 (59.1, 72) 

50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

62.5 
 (28.5, 87.5) 

64.9 
 (60.7, 68.9) 

Southeast 69.3 
 (64.5, 73.8) 

68.5 
 (60.5, 75.5) 

*  *  68.4  
(64, 72.5) 

Southwest 77.4 
 (73.3, 81) 

73.1 
 (66.3, 79) 

33.3 
 (4.3, 84.7) 

80  
(45.9, 95) 

75.2 
 (71.5, 78.7) 

West Central 70.4  
(67, 73.6) 

68.8 
 (63.7, 73.5) 

*  11.1 
 (1.5, 50) 

69.2  
(66.2, 72.1) 

Western 76.1 
 (69.8, 81.4) 

63.2  
(54, 71.5) 

*  62.5  
(28.5, 87.5) 

69 
 (63.2, 74.2) 

The age groups had a few statistically significant differences. All areas, except for the Eastern, 

Northwest, and Southeast areas, saw the 18-24 age group report the highest satisfaction rate in 

the ADWS staff. The City of Little Rock, Eastern, Southeast, and Southwest areas saw the 65+ age 

group report the lowest satisfaction rate in the ADWS staff, while the Central, Northwest, and 

West Central areas saw the 45-64 age group report the lowest satisfaction rate in the ADWS staff 

(Table 71). The rankings within each area are presented below: 

¶ 18-24, 65+, 25-44, 45-64: Central, West 

Central; 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 45-64, 65+: City of Little 

Rock, Southwest; 
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¶ 45-64, 25-44, 18-24, 65+: Eastern; 

¶ 18-24, 65+, 45-64, 25-44: North Central, 

Northeast; 

¶ 65+, 25-44, 18-24, 45-64: Northwest; 

¶ 25-44, 45-64, 18-24, 65+: Southeast; 

¶ 18-24, 45-64, 65+, 25-44: Western. 

Table 81: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by Age Group & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Satisfied/Very Satisfied 
-  (Confidence Limits) 

Age &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Central  69.7 
 (60.6, 77.4) 

63.8 
 (59.6, 67.8) 

63.5 
 (58.6, 68.1) 

66.3 
 (54, 76.6) 

43 
 (18.6, 71.4) 

City of Little Rock 67.8 
 (58.6, 75.8) 

64.7 
 (60.8, 68.4) 

64  
(59, 68.7) 

59  
(45.2, 71.5) 

42.2  
(20.7, 67.1) 

Eastern  73.4  
(55.6, 85.8) 

81.4 
 (70.3, 89) 

86.8 
 (68.7, 95.2) 

34.2 
 (4.9, 84) 

*  

North Central 81.3 
 (67.8, 90) 

70.7  
(64.6, 76.2) 

72.7 
 (65.3, 79.1) 

74.5  
(47.4, 90.4) 

28.6  
(4, 79.5) 

Northeast 74.7  
(64, 83.1) 

64.3 
 (58.6, 69.6) 

68  
(60.7, 74.6) 

74.6 
 (56.1, 87.1) 

36.4 
 (9.4, 75.8) 

Northwest 65 
 (49.8, 77.6) 

67.1 
 (60.8, 72.9) 

62.4 
 (55.7, 68.7) 

71.5 
 (52.6, 85) 

48.6  
(18.4, 79.9) 

Southeast 63.7  
(50.4, 75.1) 

72.2  
(66.1, 77.5) 

67.4 
 (59.4, 74.5) 

50.9 
 (30.3, 71.2) 

*  

Southwest 87.7  
(77.8, 93.5) 

77.1 
 (72, 81.6) 

71.9 
 (64.5, 78.3) 

51.9 
 (34.3, 69) 

73.1 
 (34.2, 93.4) 

West Central 75.5 
 (65.3, 83.5) 

68.7 
 (64.2, 72.9) 

68.3 
 (63.4, 72.9) 

75.4 
 (62, 85.2) 

31.8 
 (9.9, 66.5) 

Western 79.7 
 (60, 91.1) 

63.6 
 (54.7, 71.7) 

73.4 
 (64.3, 80.9) 

69.5 
 (44.2, 86.7) 

58.8 
 (25.8, 85.4) 

In all areas, except the Western area, African American individuals reported a higher satisfaction 

rate in ADWS staff than white individuals.  In addition, in all areas, except the North Central and 

West Central areas, white individuals reported a higher satisfaction rate in ADWS staff than 

individuals who identified as two or more races (Table 72). The rankings within each area are 

shown below: 
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¶ AI, H/L, AA, A, W, O, T, PI: Central; 

¶ A, AA, W, H/L, T, O, AI: City of Little 

Rock;  

¶ AA, W, H/L, T: Eastern;  

¶ H/L, AA, T, W, AI: North Central; 

¶ AA, A, W, T: Northeast; 

¶ AA, H/L, W, AI, O, T: Northwest; 

¶ AA, AI, W, T, O, H/L: Southeast; 

¶ AA, H/L, A, W, AI, T, O: Southwest; 

¶ H/L, A, AA, T, W, AI, O: West Central; 

¶ A, T, W, AA, O, AI, H/L: Western. 

Table 82: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by Racial/Ethnic Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Satisfied/Very Satisfied  
-  (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity & 
ADWS Area 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or 

Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Central  83.8 
(35.8, 
 98) 

67.2 
(36.4, 
88) 

71.4 
(66.4, 
75.9) 

71.7 
(52.1, 
85.5) 

49 
(13.2, 
85.9) 

58.7 
(25.7, 
85.4) 

30 
 (18.4, 

45) 

54.1 
(33.4, 
73.5) 

63 
(59.2, 
66.6) 

City of Little 
Rock 

26  
(3.9, 
75.6) 

75.6 
(46.9, 
91.6) 

70.2 
(66.6, 
73.5) 

56.4 
(35.4, 
75.3) 

*  48.6 
(26.7, 
71.1) 

44.2  
(30,  
59.5) 

54 
(36.4, 
70.7) 

58.5 
(53.3, 
63.5) 

Eastern  *  *  84.7 
(76.5, 
90.4) 

50 
 (5.9, 
94.1) 

*  *  *  42.4 
(8.8, 
84.9) 

76.5 
(52.8, 
90.4) 

North 
Central 

47.9 
 (7.7, 
 91) 

*  77.6 
(59.1, 
89.3) 

79 
(31.3, 
96.9) 

*  *  51.3 
(21.4, 
80.3) 

74  
(45, 
90.8) 

72 
(67.4, 
76.2) 

Northeast *  76 
(21.4, 
97.4) 

77.9 
(70.8, 
83.7) 

*  *  *  33.3 
(14.3, 
60.1) 

9.7 
(1.3, 
47) 

65 
(60.1, 
69.6) 

Northwest 58.9 
(29.5, 
83.1) 

*  79 
 (56, 
91.7) 

71.6 
(50.5, 
86.2) 

*  58.7 
(21, 
88.3) 

32.3 
(15.3, 
55.9) 

46.9 
(18.3, 
77.7) 

65.7 
(61.1, 
70) 

Southeast 72.8 
(30.1, 
94.3) 

*  73.3 
(67.9, 
78.1) 

42.9 
(14.4, 
77) 

*  50 
(5.9, 
94.1) 

22.5 
 (6.8, 
53.4) 

64 
(25.7, 
90.2) 

64.1 
(56, 
71.5) 

Southwest 63.4 
(23.7, 
90.6) 

78.6 
(40.7, 
95.1) 

83 
 (78.3, 
86.9) 

82 
(54.7, 
94.5) 

*  27.2 
(5.7, 
69.9) 

39.8 
(22.3, 
60.4) 

61.1 
(31.5, 
84.2) 

72 
(65.6, 
77.6) 
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West 
Central 

67.5 
(39.8, 
86.7) 

78.1 
(41.1, 
94.8) 

76.7 
(68.5, 
83.3) 

80.1 
(63.5, 
90.2) 

*  52.3 
(24.7, 
78.5) 

33.5 
(16.4, 
56.4) 

72 
(49.5, 
87.1) 

68.4 
(64.9, 
71.7) 

Western 59.7 
(24.1, 
87.3) 

90.8 
(53.8, 
98.8) 

66.8 
(46.9, 
82.1) 

32.9 
(15.8, 
56) 

*  60.6 
(13.7, 
93.7) 

62.5 
(31.4, 
85.9) 

80 
(30.9, 
97.3) 

71.9 
(65.3, 
77.6) 

The educational groups had several statistically significant differences. All areas, except for the 

Western area, saw the highest satisfaction rates in ADWS staff reported by individuals with either 

less than high school education, high school or GED education, or some college education. The 

Central, Northeast, Southeast, and Southwest areas saw individuals with a graduate or 

professional degree report the lowest satisfaction rates in ADWS staff. The rankings within each 

area are shown below: 

¶ HS, BD, AD, SC, LHS, G/P: Central; 

¶ HS, AD, LHS, SC, G/P, BD: City of Little 

Rock;  

¶ SC, BD, HS, LHS: Eastern;  

¶ SC, BD, LHS, G/P, HS, AD: North Central; 

¶ HS, AD, LHS, SC, BD, G/P: Northeast; 

¶ LHS, HS, AD, SC, G/P, BD: Northwest; 

¶ SC, AD, HS, BD, LHS, G/P: Southeast; 

¶ LHS, HS, SC, BD, AD, G/P: Southwest; 

¶ LHS, AD, BD, HS, G/P, SC: West Central; 

¶ G/P, BD, SC, LHS, HS, AD: Western. 

Table 83: Satisfaction in ADWS Staff - by Educational Attainment & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς  
Satisfied/Very Satisfied 
-  (Confidence Limits) 

Education & 
ADWS Area 

Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School 
or GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Central  61.8 
(40.4, 
79.4) 

70.8 
(65.4, 
75.6) 

62.1 
(57.1, 
66.8) 

62.8 
 (54.9, 
 70) 

63.1 
 (55.5, 
70.1) 

55 
 (44.1, 
 65.6) 

*  
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City of Little 
Rock 

65.5 
(45.8, 
 81) 

69.1 
(63.4, 
74.3) 

62.8 
(57.9, 
67.5) 

66.7  
(58.7,  
73.8) 

59.7  
(52.7, 
66.3) 

62.7  
(53.4,  
71.1) 

50  
(5.9, 
94.1) 

Eastern  58.7 
(25.7, 
85.4) 

70.5 
(57, 
81.1) 

84.3 
(70.7, 
92.2) 

*  71.7  
(21.6, 
95.9) 

*  *  

North 
Central 

71.9 
(39.3,  
91) 

70.5 
(63.2, 
76.9) 

78 
(70.8, 
83.9) 

66.9  
(55.1,  
76.8) 

75 
 (61, 
 85.2) 

71.1 
 (50.6,  
85.5) 

*  

Northeast 66.9 
(42.9, 
84.4) 

71.3 
(65, 
76.9) 

66  
(59, 
72.3) 

68.2  
(56.7, 
 77.9) 

56.8  
(43,  
69.6) 

53.4 
 (34.1,  
71.8) 

*  

Northwest 80 
 (58.3, 

92) 

68.6 
(60, 
76.2) 

63.3 
(56, 
70.1) 

67 
 (56.5,  

76) 

60.6  
(49.7, 
70.6) 

61.1 
 (44.3, 
 75.7) 

31.5 
 (2.8, 
 88) 

Southeast 51.9 
(28.7, 
74.4) 

67.6 
(59.6, 
74.6) 

72.1 
(64.7, 
78.5) 

71.7  
(59.5, 
 81.4) 

65.4  
(52.5, 
76.4) 

49.6 
 (26.3, 
 73) 

*  

Southwest 81.2 
 (57, 
93.4) 

79.7 
(73, 
85.1) 

75 
(68.7, 
80.4) 

72.1 
 (60.4, 
81.5) 

73 
 (59.5, 
83.2) 

62.3  
(44.5,  
77.3) 

59.4 
(11.1, 
94.4) 

West 
Central 

72.2 
(55.1, 
84.6) 

70.3 
(64.7, 
75.3) 

66.1 
(60.7, 
71.1) 

71.9 
 (63.1, 
79.3) 

70.8 
 (62.5, 
77.9) 

69.9  
(57.1, 
 80.2) 

*  

Western 70.4 
(20.5, 
95.7) 

64.9 
(53, 
75.2) 

70.5 
(61.3, 
78.4) 

64.1  
(48.4, 
 77.3) 

72.2  
(57,  
83.6) 

81.2  
(52.3, 
 94.4) 

*  

Were you able to find employment in your career field after you completed this program? 

No, I Did Not Find Employment; Yes, I Found Employment, but Not in My Career Field; Yes, I Found 

Employment in My Career Field 

The proportion of ADWS WIOA recipients who reported that they found employment ς either 

not in their career field or in their career field ranged from 46% in the City of the Little Rock and 

Western areas to 67% in the Eastern area. Several statistically significant differences were 

present among the gender groups. In the City of Little Rock, North Central, and Southeast areas, 

individuals who identified as other genders reported the highest rates of attaining employment, 

followed by women, and men. In the Southeast and West Central region, women reported higher 
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rates of attaining employment than men. 

Table 84: Rate of Finding Employment -by Gender Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Found Employment-  (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Central  48.7  
(44.7, 52.8) 

45.5 
 (39.7, 51.4) 

*  25  
(8.3, 55.2) 

46.7  
(43.2 ,50.3) 

City of Little Rock 47.7  
(44, 51.5) 

43.8 
 (38.1, 49.6) 

50  
(5.9, 94.1) 

42.1 
 (22.6, 64.4) 

45.8  
(42.5 ,49.2) 

Eastern  66.7 
 (56.8, 75.2) 

65.2 
 (44.3, 81.6) 

*  *  66.5 
 (57.1 ,74.8) 

North Central 60.9 
 (54.6, 66.8) 

44.6  
(35.2, 54.3) 

66.7 
 (15.3, 95.7) 

33.3 
 (4.3, 84.7) 

53.1  
(47.4 ,58.7) 

Northeast 52.1  
(46.3, 57.8) 

47.2 
 (39.1, 55.4) 

*  *  49.1 
 (44.1 ,54.2) 

Northwest 51.9 
 (45.9, 57.9) 

48.6  
(40.6, 56.7) 

*  25  
(3.3, 76.2) 

50.1 
 (45 ,55.3) 

Southeast 55.1 
 (48.9, 61.1) 

48.5 
 (39.1, 58.1) 

*  *  51.7  
(46.2 ,57.2) 

Southwest 54.2 
 (48.5, 59.7) 

53.1 
 (44.5, 61.5) 

66.7  
(15.3, 95.7) 

50 
 (12.3, 87.7) 

53.7  
(48.6 ,58.7) 

West Central 50.9  
(46.5, 55.4) 

42.9 
 (36.9, 49.2) 

*  25  
(3.3, 76.2) 

46.6 
 (42.7 ,50.5) 

Western 50.6  
(42.9, 58.4) 

43.3 
 (33.8, 53.3) 

*  33.3 
 (8.4, 73.2) 

46.2 
 (39.8 ,52.7) 

There were several statistically significant differences among age groups. The Central, City of 

Little Rock, Northeast, North Central, and Southwest areas saw the 18-24 age group report the 

highest rate of attaining employment. In addition, the Northwest, West Central, and Western 

areas saw the 45-64 age group report the highest rate of attaining employment. The Central, City 

of Little Rock, Northeast, Northwest, West Central, and Western areas saw the 65+ age group 

report the lowest rate of attaining employment (Table 75). The rankings within each area are 

presented below: 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 45-64, 65+: Central, City of Little Rock, Northeast; 
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¶ 25-44, 18-24, 45-64: Eastern; 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 45-64: North Central, Southwest; 

¶ 45-64, 25-44, 18-24, 65+: Northwest, Western;  

¶ 25-44, 45-64, 18-24: Southeast; 

¶ 45-64, 18-24, 25-44, 65+: West Central. 

Table 85: Rate of Finding Employment -by Age Group & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Found Employment -  (Confidence Limits) 

Age &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Age 18 ς 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Central  90.1 
 (78.7, 95.8) 

87.1 
 (81.3, 91.3) 

79  
(69.6, 86.1) 

70.4 
 (43, 88.3) 

27.3 
 (3.3, 80.5) 

City of Little Rock 92.7 
 (84.4, 96.7) 

90 
 (85.7, 93.1) 

87.3 
 (79, 92.7) 

75  
(35.2, 94.3) 

53.3 
 (15.6, 87.6) 

Eastern  86  
(62.6, 95.8) 

95.5 
 (83.5, 98.9) 

78.3 
 (52.2, 92.3) 

*  *  

North Central 90.9 
 (73.7, 97.3) 

87.7 
 (78.5, 93.3) 

77.6  
(63.5, 87.4) 

*  *  

Northeast 97.9  
(86.2, 99.7) 

91.9 
 (84.9, 95.8) 

87.1 
 (74.3, 94) 

82.6 
 (48.3, 96) 

*  

Northwest 83.4  
(61.2, 94.1) 

87.2 
 (77.3, 93.2) 

89.9 
 (80.8, 94.9) 

57.5  
(27.4, 82.9) 

63.6  
(13.6, 95.1) 

Southeast 81.8  
(61.5, 92.7) 

90.6 
 (82.2, 95.3) 

87.3 
 (73.6, 94.5) 

*  *  

Southwest 91.4 
 (74.6, 97.4) 

88.6 
 (81.9, 93) 

88.1 
 (78.2, 93.8) 

*  *  

West Central 84.7 
 (66.6, 93.9) 

84.6 
 (77.9, 89.5) 

92.4 
 (84.3, 96.5) 

59 
 (32.3, 81.3) 

42.8  
(4.5, 92.3) 

Western 66.4 
 (38.8, 86) 

76.8 
 (62.4, 86.9) 

79.8  
(63.5, 89.9) 

31.5 
 (2.8, 88.1) 

*  

In all areas, except for the North Central, Southeast, and Western areas, African American 

individuals reported a higher rate of attaining employment than white individuals (Table 76). The 

rankings within each area are shown below: 

¶ AA, W, T, O: Central; 
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¶ AA, W, T, H/L: City of Little Rock;  

¶ AA, W: Eastern, Northeast, Southwest; 

¶ W, AA, T: North Central, Southeast; 

¶ AA, H/L, W: Northwest;  

¶ AA, W, H/L, T, A: West Central; 

¶ H/L, W, A: Western. 

Table 86: Rate of Finding Employment -by Racial/Ethnic Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Found Employment - (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity & 
ADWS Area 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or 

Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Central  *  *  85.6  
(78, 
 91) 

*  *  65.8 
(16, 
95.1) 

63  
(30.6, 
86.8) 

83.6 
(52, 
96) 

83.6 
(77.6, 
88.2) 

City of Little 
Rock 

*  *  90.8 
(86.9, 
93.6) 

75 
(35.2, 
94.3) 

*  *  61.3 
(32.9, 
83.6) 

85.4 
(62.3, 
95.4) 

87.8 
(79.8, 
92.9) 

Eastern  *  *  89.2 
(79.2, 
94.7) 

*  *  *  *  *  76.8 
(28, 
96.6) 

North 
Central 

*  *  80 
 (50.6, 

94) 

*  *  *  *  77.2 
(27.7, 
96.8) 

86.4 
(79.7, 
91.2) 

Northeast *  *  92.2 
(80.1, 
97.2) 

*  *  *  *  *  90.6 
(84.4, 
94.5) 

Northwest *  *  92.7 
(60.9, 
 99) 

88.7 
(63, 
97.3) 

*  *  85.2 
(39.7, 
98.1) 

*  84.3 
(77.3, 
89.5) 

Southeast *  *  89.2 
(82.1, 
93.8) 

*  *  *  *  24 
 (2.6, 
78.6) 

92.7 
(78.9, 
97.7) 

Southwest *  *  88.8 
(81.8, 
93.4) 

*  *  *  88.7 
(48.1, 
98.5) 

*  87.7 
(79.2, 
93) 

West 
Central 

*  58 
(12.5, 
93) 

93.4 
(84.9, 
97.3) 

74.8 
(47.3, 
90.8) 

*  *  46.1 
(10.7, 
 86) 

66.7 
(24.6, 
92.4) 

85.9 
(80.3, 
90) 
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Western *  33.3 
(4.3, 
84.7) 

*  83.8 
(35.8, 
98) 

*  *  *  *  74.1 
(63.3, 
82.6) 

The Central, City of Little, Northeast, Northwest, and Southwest areas, saw individuals with a 

high school or GED education report the highest rates of attaining employment. The City of Little 

wƻŎƪΣ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴΣ bƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘΣ ŀƴŘ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǎŀǿ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ report the 

lowest rates of attaining employment. The rankings within each area are shown below: 

¶ HS, SC, BD, AD, G/P: Central; 

¶ HS, SC, LHS, AD, G/P, BD: City of Little 

Rock;  

¶ SC, HS, BD: Eastern; 

¶ AD, G/P, HS, SC, LHS: North Central; 

¶ HS, AD, SC, LHS, BD: Northeast; 

¶ HS, AD, BD, SC, G/P: Northwest;  

¶ HS, G/P, BD, SC, LHS, AD: Southeast; 

¶ BD, AD, SC, HS, LHS: Southwest; 

¶ G/P, SC, HS, BD, AD: West Central; 

¶ AD, SC, HS, BD: Western. 

Table 87: Rate of Finding Employment -by Educational Attainment & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Found Employment -  (Confidence Limits) 

Education & 
ADWS Area 

Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School 
or GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Central  *  88.1 
(80.2, 
93.1) 

87.1 
(80.2, 
91.9) 

76.2 
 (60.9, 
86.8) 

78.7  
(65.6, 
87.8) 

74.1 
 (50.7, 
 88.8) 

*  

City of Little 
Rock 

90.3 
(52.9, 
98.7) 

93.2 
(88.4, 
96.2) 

92.2 
(85.8, 
95.8) 

88.8  
(77.8,  
94.7) 

77.2 
 (65.9, 
85.6) 

87.1  
(71,  
94.9) 

*  

Eastern  *  83.1 
(63.9, 
93.2) 

91 
(75.4, 
97.1) 

*  81.8 
 (31.2, 
97.8) 

*  *  

North 
Central 

58 
 (12.5, 

93) 

84.5 
(71.8, 
92.1) 

81.3 
(68.4, 
89.7) 

92.7 
 (79.5, 
97.7) 

87.7 
 (60, 
 97.1) 

*  *  
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Northeast 88.3 
(45.2, 
98.6) 

93.7 
(85.9, 
97.3) 

89.5 
(78.6, 
95.2) 

92.1 
 (73.1, 
 98) 

79.3  
(53.8, 
92.7) 

*  *  

Northwest *  90.9 
(76.8, 
96.8) 

85.3 
(74.5, 
92.1) 

88.6 
 (71.8, 
 96) 

88.5 
 (71.8, 
95.9) 

61.2 
 (34.4,  
82.6) 

*  

Southeast 83.8 
(35.8, 
 98) 

93.3 
(84.1, 
97.4) 

86.7 
(74, 
93.7) 

81.2  
(60.5,  
92.4) 

88.4 
 (49.6, 
98.3) 

89.1  
(49.7, 
 98.5) 

*  

Southwest 65.4 
(29.5, 
89.5) 

88.1 
(79.5, 
93.3) 

88.6 
(79.3, 
94) 

92.2 
 (77.9, 
97.5) 

96.7 
 (79.3, 
99.5) 

*  *  

West 
Central 

*  85.6 
(76.4, 
91.6) 

86.7 
(78.2, 
92.2) 

81  
(67.1, 
 90) 

83.6  
(68.6, 
92.3) 

92.2  
(61.2,  
98.9) 

*  

Western *  65.3 
(45.4, 
81) 

73 
(57.1, 
84.6) 

92.2  
(61.2,  
98.9) 

62.2 
 (32,  
85.2) 

*  *  

If you found employment, are you likely to keep this job over the next six months? 

Yes; No; Unsure 

The proportion of ADWS WIOA recipients who found employment and reported that they would 

likely retain the position over the next six months ranged from 75% in the Western area to 91% 

in the Northeast area. Several statistically significant differences were present among the gender 

groups. Among the Central, West Central, and Western areas, women were more confident in 

retaining their employment in the next six months than men. In the City of Little Rock and 

Southwest areas, men were more confident in retaining their employment in the next six months 

than women.  
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Table 88: Confidence Rate of Retaining New Employment - by Gender Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Yes -  (Confidence Limits) 

Gender Identity &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Female Male Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Total 

Central  87.2  
(82.7, 90.6) 

82.3 
 (74.5, 88) 

*  *  84.2 
 (79.9 ,87.7) 

City of Little Rock 87.3 
 (83.3, 90.5) 

92.5  
(86.2, 96.1) 

*  50  
(20, 80) 

89  
(85.6 ,91.6) 

Eastern  89.2 
 (79.1, 94.8) 

86.7 
 (59.4, 96.6) 

*  *  88.5 
 (78.6 ,94.2) 

North Central 87.8 
 (81.5, 92.2) 

82.2 
 (68.3, 90.9) 

*  *  85.8 
 (79.5 ,90.4) 

Northeast 89.8 
 (83.8, 93.8) 

92.4 
 (83, 96.8) 

*  *  91.1 
 (86.2 ,94.4) 

Northwest 86.8 
 (80, 91.5) 

85.9 
 (75.8, 92.3) 

*  *  86  
(80.2 ,90.4) 

Southeast 90.6  
(84.6, 94.5) 

86 
 (73.4, 93.2) 

*  *  88.6 
 (82.5 ,92.8) 

Southwest 85.2 
 (78.8, 89.9) 

94  
(85.1, 97.7) 

*  50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

89.1 
 (84.4 ,92.5) 

West Central 88.8 
 (84.2, 92.2) 

82.9  
(74.4, 88.9) 

*  *  85.7 
 (81.1 ,89.3) 

Western 85.9 
 (76.3, 92) 

66.7 
 (51.3, 79.2) 

*  50 
 (5.9, 94.1) 

75.1 
 (65.6 ,82.7) 

A few statistically significant differences existed among the age groups. The Central, City of Little 

Rock, Northeast, North Central, and Southwest areas saw the 18-24 age group report the 

strongest confidence in retaining their new position over the next six months. In addition, the 

Northwest, West Central, and Western areas saw the 45-64 age group report the strongest 

confidence in retaining their new position over the next six months. All areas, except for the 

North Central, Southeast, and Southwest areas, saw the 65+ age group report the weakest 

confidence in confidence in retaining their new position over the next six months (Table 79). The 

rankings within each area are presented below: 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 45-64, 65+: Central, City of Little Rock, Northeast; 
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¶ 25-44, 18-24, 65+: Eastern; 

¶ 18-24, 25-44, 45-64: North Central, Southwest; 

¶ 45-64, 25-44, 18-24, 65+: Northwest, Western; 

¶ 25-44, 45-64, 18-24: Southeast; 

¶ 45-64, 18-24, 25-44, 65+: West Central. 

Table 89: Confidence Rate of Retaining New Employment - by Age Group & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Yes -  (Confidence Limits) 

Age &  
ADWS Local Workforce 
Development Area 

Age 18 - 24 Age 25 - 44 Age 45 - 64 Age 65+ Refuse to 
Disclose 

Central  90.1 
 (78.7, 95.8) 

87.1 
 (81.3, 91.3) 

79  
(69.6, 86.1) 

70.4 
 (43, 88.3) 

27.3 
 (3.3, 80.5) 

City of Little Rock 92.7 
 (84.4, 96.7) 

90 
 (85.7, 93.1) 

87.3 
 (79, 92.7) 

75  
(35.2, 94.3) 

53.3 
 (15.6, 87.6) 

Eastern  86  
(62.6, 95.8) 

95.5 
 (83.5, 98.9) 

78.3 
 (52.2, 92.3) 

*  *  

North Central 90.9 
 (73.7, 97.3) 

87.7 
 (78.5, 93.3) 

77.6  
(63.5, 87.4) 

*  *  

Northeast 97.9  
(86.2, 99.7) 

91.9 
 (84.9, 95.8) 

87.1 
 (74.3, 94) 

82.6 
 (48.3, 96) 

*  

Northwest 83.4  
(61.2, 94.1) 

87.2 
 (77.3, 93.2) 

89.9 
 (80.8, 94.9) 

57.5  
(27.4, 82.9) 

63.6  
(13.6, 95.1) 

Southeast 81.8  
(61.5, 92.7) 

90.6 
 (82.2, 95.3) 

87.3 
 (73.6, 94.5) 

*  *  

Southwest 91.4 
 (74.6, 97.4) 

88.6 
 (81.9, 93) 

88.1 
 (78.2, 93.8) 

*  *  

West Central 84.7 
 (66.6, 93.9) 

84.6 
 (77.9, 89.5) 

92.4 
 (84.3, 96.5) 

59 
 (32.3, 81.3) 

42.8  
(4.5, 92.3) 

Western 66.4 
 (38.8, 86) 

76.8 
 (62.4, 86.9) 

79.8  
(63.5, 89.9) 

31.5 
 (2.8, 88.1) 

*  

For all areas, except the North Central and Western areas, African American individuals reported 

a stronger confidence in retaining their new position in the next six months than white individuals 

(Table 80). The rankings within each area are: 

¶ AA, W, T, O: Central; ¶ AA, W, T, H/L: City of Little Rock; 
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¶ AA, W: Eastern, Northeast, Southeast, 

Southwest;  

¶ W, AA: North Central; 

¶ AA, H/L, W: Northwest; 

¶ AA, W, H/L, T, A: West Central ; 

¶ H/L, W, A: Western. 

Table 90: Confidence Rate of Retaining New Employment - 
 by Racial/Ethnic Identity & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Yes -   (Confidence Limits) 

Race/ 
Ethnicity & 
ADWS Area 

American 
Indian 

Asian African 
American 

Hispanic  
or 

Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other Refuse to 
Disclose 

Two or 
More 
Races 

White 

Central  *  *  85.6  
(78, 
 91) 

*  *  65.8 
(16, 
95.1) 

63  
(30.6, 
86.8) 

83.6 
(52, 
96) 

83.6 
(77.6, 
88.2) 

City of Little 
Rock 

*  *  90.8 
(86.9, 
93.6) 

75 
(35.2, 
94.3) 

*  *  61.3 
(32.9, 
83.6) 

85.4 
(62.3, 
95.4) 

87.8 
(79.8, 
92.9) 

Eastern  *  *  89.2 
(79.2, 
94.7) 

*  *  *  *  *  76.8 
(28, 
96.6) 

North 
Central 

*  *  80 
 (50.6, 

94) 

*  *  *  *  77.2 
(27.7, 
96.8) 

86.4 
(79.7, 
91.2) 

Northeast *  *  92.2 
(80.1, 
97.2) 

*  *  *  *  *  90.6 
(84.4, 
94.5) 

Northwest *  *  92.7 
(60.9, 
 99) 

88.7 
(63, 
97.3) 

*  *  85.2 
(39.7, 
98.1) 

*  84.3 
(77.3, 
89.5) 

Southeast *  *  89.2 
(82.1, 
93.8) 

*  *  *  *  24 
 (2.6, 
78.6) 

92.7 
(78.9, 
97.7) 

Southwest *  *  88.8 
(81.8, 
93.4) 

*  *  *  88.7 
(48.1, 
98.5) 

*  87.7 
(79.2, 
93) 

West 
Central 

*  58 
(12.5, 
93) 

93.4 
(84.9, 
97.3) 

74.8 
(47.3, 
90.8) 

*  *  46.1 
(10.7, 
 86) 

66.7 
(24.6, 
92.4) 

85.9 
(80.3, 
90) 

Western *  33.3 
(4.3, 
84.7) 

*  83.8 
(35.8, 
98) 

*  *  *  *  74.1 
(63.3, 
82.6) 
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The Central, City of Little Rock, Northeast, Northwest, and Southeast areas saw individuals with 

high school or GED education report the strongest confidence in retaining their new position in 

the next six months. In addition, North Central and Western areas saw individuals with an 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǎǘ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴŜǿ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǎƛȄ 

months. The City of Little Rock, Eastern, Northeast, and Western areas saw individuals with a 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀƪŜǎǘ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜǘŀƛƴing their new position in the next six 

month. The rankings within each are shown below: 

¶ HS, SC, BD, AD, G/P: Central; 

¶ HS, SC, LHS, AD, G/P, BD: City of Little Rock; 

¶ SC, HS, BD: Eastern; 

¶ AD, BD, HS, SC, LHS: North Central; 

¶ HS, AD, SC, LHS, BD: Northeast; 

¶ HS, AD, BD, SC, G/P: Northwest; 

¶ HS, G/P, BD, SC, LHS, AD: Southeast; 

¶ BD, AD, SC, HS, LHS: Southwest;  

¶ G/P, SC, HS, BD, AD: West Central; 

¶ AD, SC, HS, BD: Western. 
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Table 91: Confidence Rate of Retaining New Employment ς  
by Educational Attainment & ADWS Local Workforce Development Areas 

Percentage of Respondents ς Yes -  (Confidence Limits) 

Education & 
ADWS Area 

Less than 
High 

School 

High 
School 
or GED 

Some 
College 

!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ 
Degree 

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
Degree 

Graduate or 
Professional 

Degree 

Unknown 

Central  *  88.1 
(80.2, 
93.1) 

87.1 
(80.2, 
91.9) 

76.2 
 (60.9, 
86.8) 

78.7  
(65.6, 
87.8) 

74.1 
 (50.7, 
 88.8) 

*  

City of Little 
Rock 

90.3 
(52.9, 
98.7) 

93.2 
(88.4, 
96.2) 

92.2 
(85.8, 
95.8) 

88.8  
(77.8,  
94.7) 

77.2 
 (65.9, 
85.6) 

87.1  
(71,  
94.9) 

*  

Eastern  *  83.1 
(63.9, 
93.2) 

91 
(75.4, 
97.1) 

*  81.8 
 (31.2, 
97.8) 

*  *  

North 
Central 

58 
 (12.5, 

93) 

84.5 
(71.8, 
92.1) 

81.3 
(68.4, 
89.7) 

92.7 
 (79.5, 
97.7) 

87.7 
 (60, 
 97.1) 

*  *  

Northeast 88.3 
(45.2, 
98.6) 

93.7 
(85.9, 
97.3) 

89.5 
(78.6, 
95.2) 

92.1 
 (73.1, 
 98) 

79.3  
(53.8, 
92.7) 

*  *  

Northwest *  90.9 
(76.8, 
96.8) 

85.3 
(74.5, 
92.1) 

88.6 
 (71.8, 
 96) 

88.5 
 (71.8, 
95.9) 

61.2 
 (34.4,  
82.6) 

*  

Southeast 83.8 
(35.8, 
 98) 

93.3 
(84.1, 
97.4) 

86.7 
(74, 
93.7) 

81.2  
(60.5,  
92.4) 

88.4 
 (49.6, 
98.3) 

89.1  
(49.7, 
 98.5) 

*  

Southwest 65.4 
(29.5, 
89.5) 

88.1 
(79.5, 
93.3) 

88.6 
(79.3, 
94) 

92.2 
 (77.9, 
97.5) 

96.7 
 (79.3, 
99.5) 

*  *  

West 
Central 

*  85.6 
(76.4, 
91.6) 

86.7 
(78.2, 
92.2) 

81  
(67.1, 
 90) 

83.6  
(68.6, 
92.3) 

92.2 
 (61.2, 
 98.9) 

*  

Western *  65.3 
(45.4, 
81) 

73 
(57.1, 
84.6) 

92.2  
(61.2,  
98.9) 

62.2 
 (32,  
85.2) 

*  *  
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Comments from WIOA Recipients 

As part of the evaluation of WIOA services, survey respondents were offered the opportunity to 

provide feedback comments. In total, 4,743 comments were provided with 3,653 unique comments. 

See Figure 4 for details. 

¢ƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ άbƻǘƘƛƴƎκbƻ /ƘŀƴƎŜǎέ ŀǘ осΦм҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 

ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άbƻǘƘƛƴƎέΣ άbƻƴŜέΣ άbƻ /ƻƳǇƭŀƛƴǘǎέΣ άbƻ /ƘŀƴƎŜǎέΣ άbƻ 

{ǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ άbƻǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎέΣ ŜǘŎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ²Lh! ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ά¦ƴǎǳǊŜέ ŀƴŘ 

άbƻǘ !ǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜέ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ мΦм҈ ŀƴŘ 0.9% of total comments, respectively. The former category 

ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άbƻǘ {ǳǊŜέΣ ά¦ƴǎǳǊŜΣέ ƻǊ άL 5ƻƴΩǘ YƴƻǿέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ 

contained obscure or irrelevant comments. 

¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ /ǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜέ ŀǘ 16.5% of total comments. The 

ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŎŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƻƴ ǎǘŀŦŦ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ άǊǳŘŜέΣ άǳƴǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭέΣ άǳƴƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘέΣ άǇƻƻǊ 

ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎέΣ άǳƴŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅέΣ άƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜέΣ άƛƳǇŀǘƛŜƴǘέΣ ŀƴŘκƻǊ άǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΦέ ¢ƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

the ADWS needs to improve on customer service, possibly through training and feedback, from its 

staff, particularly at local offices. 

¢ƘŜ άDǊŜŀǘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ тΦп҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ǎŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘǎ 

of the program being helpful. Comments commonly contained phrases which described the WIOA 

ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎκǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀǎ άDƻƻŘέΣ άDǊŜŀǘέΣ άtŜǊŦŜŎǘέΣ ά²ŜƭƭέΣ άhƪέΣ ά.ŜǎǘέΣ ά{ǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘέΣ ά!ƭƭ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

ƳŜǘέΣ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ²Lh! ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘƻ ōŜ 

beneficial.  



 

157 
 

¢ƘŜ άDƻƻŘ /ǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ лΦу҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ 

comments of high-quality customer service by ADWS staff. Some of the common phrases describing 

!5²{ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǿŜǊŜ άCǊƛŜƴŘƭȅέΣ άIŜƭǇŦǳƭέΣ άtǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭέΣ ŀƴŘκƻǊ άYƛƴŘέΦ  

¢ƘŜ ά!ƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ tƘƻƴŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ сΦр҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŎƘ 

ǘƘŜ !5²{ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƛƳŜƭȅ ƳŀƴƴŜǊ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻƴŜΦ /ƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά!ƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ 

ǇƘƻƴŜέΣ ά!ŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅέΣ ŀƴŘκƻǊ άtƘƻƴŜ [ƛƴŜΦέ ! ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ŏƻmments highlighted 

the COVID pandemic and overload of the system, but suggested that the current system may be 

antiquated ς ill-suited for periods of surged demand for workforce services. 

¢ƘŜ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ !ǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ Wƻō {ŜŀǊŎƘέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ сΦм҈ ƻŦ ǘotal comments and spanned 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƻǇƛŎǎΦ /ƻƳƳƻƴ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ άaƻǊŜέΣ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊέ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ άWƻō {ŜŀǊŎƘέΣ άWƻōǎέΣ 

ŀƴŘκƻǊ άhǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦέ aŀƴȅ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ Ƨƻō ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘŀƛƭƻǊŜŘ ǘƻ 

their skills or job history. Many respondents also suggested the ADWS work more with local 

employers for a better job search and job match process.  

¢ƘŜ άaƻǊŜ 9ƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ пΦн҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŦƻǊ 

more employees at offices. The comments highlighted concerns of wait times at offices, faster access 

to services, and feedback; all issues, respondents believed could be improved with greater staffing. 

{ǘŀŦŦƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀƭƻƴŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ άCŀǎǘŜǊ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ƛƳŜέ ŀƴŘ 

ά{ƘƻǊǘŜǊ ²ŀƛǘ ¢ƛƳŜǎέ were comprised 3.0% and 0.6% of total comments, respectively. The former 

ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά¢ƛƳŜƭȅέΣ άCŀǎǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜέΣ ŀƴŘκƻǊ άCŀǎǘŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ 

ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά[ƻƴƎ ǿŀƛǘ ǘƛƳŜǎΦέ ¢ƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎht the delay, and 

ƛǘǎΩ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ƻƴ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΣ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ƻǊ ǾƛǎƛǘƛƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ²Lh! 
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program. 

¢ƘŜ ά9ŀǎƛŜǊ !ŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ оΦс҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ 

ǿŜǊŜ ά9ŀǎƛŜǊ ŀŎŎŜǎǎέΣ ά!ŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅέΣ ά!ŎŎŜǎǎέΣ ά/ƻƴǘŀŎǘέΣ άhŦŦƛŎŜέΣ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ά¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘΦέ {ŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘǎ 

raised among the comment related to accessibility of ADWS staff, and paperwork or program 

requirements which seemed to be tedious or acted as barriers. In addition, physical limitations such 

as distance to nearest ADWS office or a lack of transportation were voiced by respondents. A more 

online presence seems to be the remedy for some of the issues raised. 

wŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜ άImprove Online Options/Accessέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ мΦ9% of total 

comments. Comments in this category brought up topics of improving the website, moving more 

requirements or aspects of the WIOA program online, and updating or making the website more user 

friendly. 

¢ƘŜ άBetter Communicationέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ 2.8% of total comments. The comments revolved 

ŀǊƻǳƴŘ άƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴέΣ άŦƻƭƭƻǿ-ǳǇέΣ άōŜǘǘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴέΣ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ 

staff, and in general staff being better communicators.  

¢ƘŜ ά¦ƴŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ .ŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ LǎǎǳŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ нΦм҈ of total comments. The comments 

covered topics such as improved unemployment benefits (pay), faster payment or processing of 

unemployment benefits, or grievances about the status of unemployment benefits. 

¢ƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ hǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴέ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ мΦр҈ ŀƴŘ лΦо҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ 

comments, respectively. The former category deal with subjects such as broadening training to gain 

certificates in career fields, broaden the spectrum of training, and better educational resources. The 
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latter category concerned better organization from employees, and a streamlined and less rigid 

process. 

¢ƘŜ άaƻǊŜ 9ƴƎŀƎŜŘ /ŀǎŜ aŀƴŀƎŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ мΦп҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ /ƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ 

up a need for more follow-up from case managers, a more hands on experience with case managers, 

and general availability issues with cases managers. 

¢ƘŜ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ 9ȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ мΦп҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ 

dealt with uncertainty of WIOA offerings, a need for more information or explanations about 

programs and/or eligibility, or the failure to mention specific programs.  

TƘŜ ά/h±L5 LǎǎǳŜǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ мΦн҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ 

ά/h±L5έΣ άtŀƴŘŜƳƛŎέΣ ŀƴŘκƻǊ έ/ƻǊƻƴŀέ. The respondents highlighted their personal situation and/or 

experience with the WIOA program were driven primarily by the COVID pandemic. 

¢ƘŜ ά/ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ hǾŜǊƘŀǳƭέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ лΦп҈ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ 

ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά/ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ƻǾŜǊƘŀǳƭέΣ άwŜōƻƻǘέ ƻǊ άhǾŜǊƘŀǳƭέΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ 

the WIOA program by respondents. 

Figure 6: Summary of Comment from WIOA Recipients 

Summary of Comments from WIOA Recipients 

Comment Category Total Percent 

Answer the Phones 306 6.5% 

Better Assistance with Job Search 288 6.1% 

Better Communication 135 2.8% 

Better Customer Service 783 16.5% 

Better Explanation of Services 66 1.4% 

Better Organization 13 0.3% 
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Better Services 73 1.5% 

Complete Overhaul 19 0.4% 

COVID Issues 58 1.2% 

Easier Access to Services 173 3.6% 

Faster Response Time 142 3.0% 

Good Customer Service 40 0.8% 

Great Program 352 7.4% 

Improve Online Options/Access 91 1.9% 

More Employees 201 4.2% 

More Engaged Case Manager 67 1.4% 

Not Applicable 45 0.9% 

Nothing/No Changes 1714 36.1% 

Shorter Wait Times 27 0.6% 

Unemployment Benefits Issues 100 2.1% 

Unsure 50 1.1% 
 

Total 4743 
 

 

The comment summaries when filtered by ADWS local workforce development areas follow the 

general trends of the state-wide summaries. Please reference to Figures 5 & 6 for specific details. 

There were some notable differences highlighted by: 

¶ ¢ƘŜ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ ŀǊŜŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ όмлΦн҈ύ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ 

/ǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ όмсΦр҈ύΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ όммΦм҈ύ ƻŦ άDǊŜŀǘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳέ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ όтΦп҈ύΦ 

¶ The City of Little Rock and Northwest Arkansas areas reported lower proportions (33.1%; 

нсΦф҈ύ ƻŦ άbƻǘƘƛƴƎκbƻ /ƘŀƴƎŜǎέ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ όосΦм҈ύΦ 

¶ The Eastern, Northeast, Southeast, and Southwest areas reported much higher proportions 

όпнΦс҈Τ плΦп҈Τ поΦн҈Τ ппΦу҈ύ ƻŦ άbƻǘƘƛƴƎκbƻ /ƘŀƴƎŜǎέ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ 

(36.1%). 
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¶ ¢ƘŜ bƻǊǘƘǿŜǎǘ !Ǌƪŀƴǎŀǎ ŀǊŜŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀ ƳǳŎƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ όнмΦр҈ύ ƻŦ ά.ŜǘǘŜǊ 

/ǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜέ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜrall average (16.5%), while the Southwest area 

reported a much lower proportion (12.0%) than the overall average.  

Figure 7: Summary of Comments from WIOA Recipients - Central to Northeast Areas 

Summary of Comments from WIOA Recipients ς by ADWS Local Workforce Development Area  

Comment Category Central City of 
Little Rock 

Eastern North 
Central 

Northeast 

Answer the Phones 7.1% 5.8% 3.7% 6.5% 6.6% 

Better Assistance with Job Search 6.7% 7.4% 3.7% 7.1% 4.8% 

Better Communication 4.5% 2.4% 5.6% 2.3% 1.3% 

Better Customer Service 17.2% 17.8% 10.2% 15.3% 17.8% 

Better Explanation of Services 1.4% 1.6% 0.9% 1.1% 1.3% 

Better Organization 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 

Better Services 2.0% 1.5% 1.9% 0.3% 1.8% 

Complete Overhaul 0.3% 0.4% 0.9% 0.3% 0.3% 

COVID Issues 2.0% 0.7% 0.9% 1.4% 1.0% 

Easier Access to Services 3.7% 3.1% 3.7% 3.7% 2.0% 

Faster Response Time 2.3% 4.2% 2.8% 3.1% 1.8% 

Good Customer Service 0.8% 0.7% 0.9% 1.7% 1.3% 

Great Program 5.7% 7.0% 11.1% 8.5% 7.1% 

Improve Online Options/Access 1.5% 1.7% 1.9% 2.0% 2.8% 

More Employees 4.8% 6.2% 2.8% 3.4% 3.6% 

More Engaged Case Manager 1.5% 1.2% 1.9% 1.7% 1.8% 

Not Applicable 0.8% 1.1% 0.9% 0.6% 0.8% 

Nothing/No Changes 33.8% 33.1% 42.6% 37.2% 40.4% 

Shorter Wait Times 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.9% 1.0% 

Unemployment Benefits Issues 1.9% 1.6% 2.8% 2.0% 2.3% 

Unsure 1.3% 1.2% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 

 
Figure 8: Summary of Comments from WIOA Recipients - Northwest to Western Areas 

Summary of Comments from WIOA Recipients ς by ADWS Local Workforce Development Area 

Comment Category Northwest Southeast Southwest West Central Western 

Answer the Phones 6.1% 4.8% 7.4% 7.3% 5.9% 

Better Assistance with Job 
Search 

4.9% 6.3% 5.1% 4.7% 7.9% 

Better Communication 2.8% 3.0% 1.6% 3.3% 1.0% 

Better Customer Service 21.5% 14.4% 12.0% 16.1% 15.3% 

Better Explanation of Services 2.0% 1.8% 0.7% 1.4% 1.0% 
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Better Organization 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 

Better Services 2.0% 1.5% 1.1% 1.5% 1.5% 

Complete Overhaul 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.4% 0.5% 

COVID Issues 0.8% 0.9% 0.5% 1.9% 1.0% 

Easier Access to Services 5.6% 2.4% 4.6% 4.0% 4.0% 

Faster Response Time 3.1% 3.9% 2.5% 3.2% 1.0% 

Good Customer Service 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 1.4% 0.0% 

Great Program 9.2% 6.9% 9.7% 7.0% 7.4% 

Improve Online 
Options/Access 

2.6% 1.2% 1.1% 2.2% 3.5% 

More Employees 5.4% 2.7% 2.5% 2.8% 5.9% 

More Engaged Case Manager 1.0% 1.5% 1.1% 1.5% 1.5% 

Not Applicable 1.3% 0.6% 0.7% 1.5% 0.5% 

Nothing/No Changes 26.9% 43.2% 44.8% 35.0% 38.1% 

Shorter Wait Times 0.0% 0.3% 0.9% 0.4% 0.0% 

Unemployment Benefits 
Issues 

3.1% 2.1% 1.6% 2.6% 2.5% 

Unsure 0.8% 1.5% 0.9% 1.4% 1.0% 
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Overall Study Findings: 
 

The purpose of this study is to provide an in-depth examination of the processes that 

are used to identify, analyze, and close skills gaps in economic regions served by three selected 

local workforce development centers. In addition, the evaluators examined a number of 

processes and procedures utilized by workforce centers and WIOA partners across the state to 

identify strengths and barriers related to the services provided to ADWS customers. From the 

data collected and the analysis of said data, the evaluators developed recommendations of 

άōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ for identifying and closing skills gaps and for improving services to ADWS 

customers. The evaluators, in analyzing the results of the study, submit the following findings 

to Arkansas Workforce Development Leadership and the Arkansas Workforce Development 

Board for consideration. Findings derived from the evaluation of project objectives one through 

three are listed first, followed by the survey information developed for objective number four, 

by the Sam M. Walton Center for Business and Economic Research: 

1. Levels of Co-Enrollment in partner programs: Co-enrollment is defined as enrollment in 

two or more WIOA programs, and/or special grant programs funded by Workforce 

Services. Co-enrollments will always be for the benefit of the customer and are used to 

leverage services that are available to ensure a positive outcome. Coordination of co- 

enrollment will eliminate the duplication of these services and reduce the amount of 

time staff spends providing intensive services such as case management, job search 

assistance, and follow-up services. Results of customer reviews in the three selected 

centers confirmed a range of 2.5% co-enrollment to a high of 16.6% for these individual 

partner providers, with an overall average rate for all reporting providers of 7.34%. This 
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is not an optimum rate of co-enrollment. Two of the surveyed provider representatives, 

addressing these rates of co-ŜƴǊƻƭƭƳŜƴǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀǎ άŘƛǎŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ suggested 

that co-enrollment during the most recent program year was significantly hampered by the 

COVID Pandemic. These representatives expressed the opinion that co-enrollment in subsequent 

reporting periods would be significantly higher.  

 As previously noted, the rates of co-enrollment reported by the employers assigned for 

this survey by the workforce center managers may have been adversely affected by the 

inclusion of individuals in the Employment Services category. Because Employment Services is 

a universal category, individuals with this designation do not necessarily have specific barriers 

to employment, and therefore may not be candidates for co-enrollment. This distinction was 

not disclosed to the evaluators prior to the survey, and while the final rates of co-enrollment 

may have been affected somewhat, the evaluators nevertheless find that the rates of co-

enrollment in partner programs during the most recent reporting period is not acceptable. 

2. Partner Programs and Agencies: Managers in the three local workforce development areas 

provided a list of partner agencies and programs. The number of partners listed were thirty-six 

in the Central Arkansas Planning and Development District, fifteen in the Northeast Arkansas 

Workforce Development Center, and ten in the Western Arkansas Planning and Development 

District. The discrepancy in these numbers is significant, and it is the opinion of the evaluators 

that other potential partner programs are available in at least two of the three workforce areas. 

One of the key principles of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) is to 

streamline services in order to promote efficiency and optimize performance. This can 

only be accomplished by leveraging resources and collaborating with partner programs 

and agencies. 

3. Referral Procedures: WIOA authorizes άŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ for adults and dislocated 
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workers, and requires the provision of information and referrals to, and coordination of 

activities with, other programs and services. Referral procedures are in place for the 

three assigned workforce areas. Examples of referral forms and procedures are included 

in Appendix III. All three managers reported that referrals are also received via email and 

telephone as an alternative when necessary. Referral procedures and customer support 

are well laid out and well documented at all three selected workforce areas. Procedures 

are in place and are available for review by potential customers. During the interviews 

ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ǎǘŀŦŦΣ ƻƴŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ good 

procedures in place, and do our best to maintain a good and effective online presence, 

but in the end, a solid referral is sometimes dependent upon one staff person maintaining 

an old-ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴŜŘ ǊƻƭƻŘŜȄΦέ ¢ƘŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ selected 

workforce areas are in substantial compliance with this requirement. 

4. Training Services: The three selected areas provide training concerning available 

services as necessary. The most common method reported was through information 

provided on the ŎŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ website, with follow-up through staff face-to-face contact and 

the provision of print materials to customers. The evaluators find that the training 

opportunities are, in many cases, insufficient to meet the needs of the workforce 

customer base. While the website may contain pertinent information, and may, in fact 

work well for many customers, staff must have other training methods available at a 

ƳƻƳŜƴǘΩǎ notice. The evaluators recommend the adoption of a series of training 

methods to ensure that potential customers are comfortable with the services provided. 

These methods should be varied to meet the needs of customers with varied learning 



 

166 
 

styles. One suggested method is the creation of a series of short but engaging videos that 

will educate potential customers and lead them through the application process. These 

should be short, simple and to the point. One additional point should be made here; all 

of the high-impact branding and marketing processes that can be developed cannot 

replace face-to-face communications. Staff must be encouraged to talk with (not just 

άǘƻέύ customers. Though time consuming, the ideal way to educate is through personal 

outreach and conversation. The evaluators find that, while the customer training 

requirement is met at a minimal level in the three selected workforce areas, more should 

be done to ensure understanding by all ADWS customers. 

5. Skills Gap Identification and Amelioration: Strategies for identifying skills gaps clearly 

demonstrated significant differences among the centers. One area manager reported 

that no outreach or investigation was done concerning occupational or skill level gaps, 

saying, ά²Ŝ are dependent solely on the employer telling us their ƴŜŜŘǎΦέ The manager 

indicated that Career Advisors are asked to assess customers using O*NET and to discuss 

occupational skills with them. 

The two remaining local workforce development areas in the cohort reported 

significant activities related to identifying gaps in both occupational and skill levels. Both 

centers reported collecting data from www.discover.arkansas.gov as well as conducting 

in-person meetings with local industry and business leaders and consulting with the local 

and regional Chambers of Commerce and Chief Elected Officials. These two centers also 

reported regularly reviewing labor market information and attending industry specific 

meetings. At the occupational level, managers reported that WIOA and DWS staff serve 

http://www.discover.arkansas.gov/
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as members of the Workforce Development Committee through the Chamber of 

Commerce, where information is shared regarding local business needs and demand 

occupations. 

!ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƪƛƭƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ άǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƳployers one and one 

ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ Ƨƻō ƻǊŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘƭȅ ǇƭŀŎŜŘέ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ employer 

forums or lead employers in specific industry sectors to identify those positions that are 

ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǇƻǎǘŜŘΦ hƴŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά5²{ works with the employer to 

determine the skill set needed for posted job ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΦέ Workforce centers report 

significant additional services to address identified gaps. One center manager said, 

ά²Lh! utilizes career services, occupational skills training, and supportive services to 

assist customers who have an interest in a demand occupation obtain the skill set needed 

ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΦέ !ǘ ǘƘƛǎ center, 

customers are encouraged to complete the Career Readiness Certificate (CRC) in order 

to meet their employment goals and to help determine what areas need improvement. 

The Workforce Center, in collaboration with the employer, determines which level rating 

on the (CRC) is needed for the job posting. Applicants who meet this level on the CRC can 

apply for this job and the employer has crucial information at the beginning of the 

interview process. If an applicant is not currently meeting a required level on the CRC, 

they are referred to the local Adult Education facility to improve their skill sets and retest 

for the CRC. 

The manager also reported that services such as On the Job Training (OJT) and 

Work Experience are offered to customers to assist in their career search. The manager 
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said, ά²ƻǊƪ 9ȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ customers. The service is a planned, 

structured learning experience that takes place in a workplace for a limited period of 

time. It also leads to employers hiring customers who do not initially have the required 

skill set but gain the necessary skills and experience during the ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦέ 

{ǘŀŦŦ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ ²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎΣ άǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ 

ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ ōǳƛƭŘ ŀ ǇƛǇŜƭƛƴŜΧέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ŀƭǎƻ ǳǎŜŘ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ άΧŦŜŜǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΣέ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ 

expand work experience and OJT opportunities, and explore apprenticeship options. 

Staff also worked with partner agencies to locate additional funding to increase skill level 

training opportunities. 

While it appears that two of the three selected centers are heavily engaged in 

identifying and addressing skills gaps in their regions, more work is clearly needed. The 

tools for identifying skills gaps are available in equal measure to all 28 DWS Centers in 

Arkansas; however the quality of skills gap analysis is not equivalent across all centers. 

The ability of centers to conduct a viable and quality analysis of skills gaps in their local 

areas is largely dependent upon the training and ability of the staff in those centers. The 

evaluators find that this is an area that begs for shared training across the state. The 

significant differences in quality work across workforce areas strongly suggests the need 

for stronger areas to develop best practices training programs to be shared with other 

regions. 

6. Assessing the Effectiveness of Skills Gaps Interventions: All three of the selected 

ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ άǊŜǇŜŀǘκŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎέ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ 
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measure of the effectiveness of services provided. One center reported as additional 

specific measures, annual WIOA performance ratings, employer feedback, and the 

success of customers remaining employed. In addition to these performance measures, 

two members of the cohort reported a number of other measures of their effectiveness. 

These include: WIOA customers becoming more self-sufficient and no longer 

depending on public services; employers reporting that they benefit from an increasingly 

skilled workforce; unemployment Rates for each county as reviewed quarterly; customer 

surveys of the workforce centers; and effective recruiting and placement of qualified 

applicants. It is the opinion of the evaluators that standard protocols for measuring the 

effectiveness of ameliorating skills gaps should be developed and shared with all 

workforce areas. 

7. Compliance Review: The evaluators reviewed a sample of six Arkansas Workforce 

Centers approved by Arkansas Workforce Development Leadership and the Arkansas 

Workforce Development BoardΣ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ applicable 

laws and regulations. All six centers reviewed meet or exceed minimum requirements 

established by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) for physical accessibility. 

External entrances into the facilities in which workforce services are housed are at least 

minimally accessible for individuals who have mobility impairments. Ramps and level 

entrances into the facilities are present at all locations reviewed. 

The affiliate centers evaluated self-report that they are somewhat lacking in the 

areas of recruitment of employees for local industry, and report that they are not able 

to provide adequate information to customers regarding performance information and 
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program cost information on eligible providers of training services in the local area. They 

also report a weakness in providing information, in formats that are usable by and 

understandable to one-stop center customers, regarding how the local area is 

performing on the local performance accountability measures. In spite of the affiliate 

centers exacting self-evaluations, the evaluators find them to be in compliance with all 

requirements. 

The comprehensive centers evaluated for this study meet or exceed all guidelines 

and requirements. It is the opinion of the evaluators that the six centers reviewed for 

this study are in substantial compliance with all ADWS regulations, and that the 

managers take their regulatory responsibilities seriously. The evaluators further believe 

that the review of these six centers provides a representative picture of ADWS centers 

across the state, and that ADWS and those who manage the Local Workforce Areas, as 

well as !ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ ǘŀȄǇŀȅƛƴƎ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ work of the thirty-two 

workforce centers located throughout the state. 

8. Business Survey: The survey of business partners was conducted for this evaluation by 

the Center for Business and Economic Research at the University of !ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ Walton 

College of Business. Overall, the report finds that WIOA recipients display a moderate 

degree of satisfaction with the WIOA program and the ADWS. Some areas of concern 

were reported, however, and these areas require attention by Arkansas Workforce 

Development Leadership and the Arkansas Workforce Development Board. These 

include the following: 

a. Less than half of WIOA recipients (42%) reported receiving the majority of 
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services needed to address workforce needs. 

b. Many respondents described Workforce Center staff as άǳƴǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜέ or 

άƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜΦέ 

c. Many comments brought up the difficulty of posting job openings through the 

ADWS or the online options made available to employers. 

d. Several comments noted a lack of interaction between staff and businesses. 
 

9. Customer Survey: This survey showed a 62% overall satisfaction rate with WIOA 

programs and a 68% satisfaction rate with Workforce Center staff. While these numbers 

are good, there are findings in the survey that require attention from Arkansas Workforce 

Development Leadership and the Arkansas Workforce Development Board. The survey 

ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άƳŀƴȅέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ άǇƻƻǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜέΣ άŀ ǊǳŘŜ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜέΣ 

άƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀŦŦέΣ or άǳƴƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǎǘŀŦŦέΦ In spite of the high overall satisfaction rating 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ άƳŀƴȅέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŎƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ issues, the evaluators 

recommend additional training in customer service for all local center staff. In addition, 

ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇƘƻƴŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ appear suited to surge 

ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ƻŦ !5²{ ƻǊ ²Lh! ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦέ It is possible that the increased demand on the 

phone system due to the COVID pandemic is at least partially responsible for the 

problems reported by customers. This possibility should be evaluated as soon as possible.  

In addition, efforts to improve online accessibility of the WIOA program and an improved 

user experience (UX) design would streamline the program for many. The suggested 

upgrades, should the evaluation of the current system indicate such a need, will no doubt 

be expensive. The evaluators believe, however, that they will help improve the  delivery 
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of quality services and ensure an effective and reliable communication system. 

Overall Study Recommendations: 

Creating better work opportunities for Arkansans means building a well-trained workforce for 

our state's employers. This will require ADWS to collaborate with businesses large and small, 

WIOA partners, nonprofit organizations, and others. It also requires a workforce system in which 

workforce centers are willing learn from the best practices across the state. The following 

recommendations may be used by ADWS to develop training courses or modules which can be 

provided to ADWS centers around the state. In doing so, ADWS may increase the quality of skills 

gap identification and analysis, as well as overall service quality across the state. 

1. Co-Enrollment: Co-Enrollment in partner programs, though a WIOA mandate, seems to be 

little more than an afterthought for many center staff members. Data documenting rates 

of co-enrollment were not immediately available to the evaluators, and were obtained 

through surveys and interviews with partner programs. The evaluators recommend that 

Arkansas Workforce Development Leadership and the Arkansas Workforce 

Development Board and area managers develop data collection methods to effectively 

track and monitor rates of co-enrollment. Only by having accurate and up- to-date 

information concerning co-enrollment can ADWS begin to encourage and promote 

additional co-enrollment with WIOA partners. 

2. Partner Programs and Organizations: Lƴ ŀƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ άhƴŜ-{ǘƻǇ hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜέ 

document (doleta.gov TEGL), tƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ [ŀōƻǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά²Lh! ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ŀ 

strong emphasis on planning across multiple partner programs to ensure alignment in 

service delivery. One key goal is to develop effective partnerships across programs and 
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community-based providers to provide individuals the employment, education, and 

training services they need. Effective partnering is pivotal to maximize resources and to 

ŀƭƛƎƴ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǇŀǘƘǿŀȅǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΦέ Many partner organizations 

reported that they do not have data available to adequately partner with Workforce 

Centers. Information collected from partner organizations in all assigned areas indicate 

that they have significant difficulty in collecting and providing quality data.  These 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴ ŜŀƎŜǊ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ !5²{ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎΣ ōǳǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ 

processes in place to collect data and provide support and assistance. It is recommended 

by the evaluators that Arkansas Workforce Department Leadership and the Arkansas 

Workforce Development Board work with all workforce areas to identify and engage 

additional community partners, and to provide training and assistance to those partners 

in data collection techniques.  

3. Business Survey: It is recommended by the evaluators that ADWS address each of the 

concerns expressed in the survey. These concerns are serious, and even though the 

overall results showed a άΧƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ degree of satisfaction with WIOA ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΧέ the 

concerns must be addressed. These concerns include: Less than half of WIOA recipients 

(42%) reported receiving the majority of services needed to address workforce needs; 

Many respondents described Workforce Center staff ŀǎ άǳƴǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜέ ƻǊ άƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜΤέ 

Many comments brought up the difficulty of posting job openings through the ADWS or 

the ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎΩ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΤ {ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ŀ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ 

businesses. The evaluators recommend that additional training programs be established 

to improve staff/customer relationships. It is further recommended that training and 
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promotional materials specific to web based job postings be developed and 

implemented. As an initial step, the evaluators recommend that all web based processes 

be evaluated for ease of use. Any processes that are considered unwieldy or awkward 

should be modified to maximize usefulness. It is necessary that the website used for 

posting job openings be user friendly in order to encourage its use. Upon completion of 

necessary website revisions, educational methods related to the use of the site for job 

postings should be developed and initiated. Ease of use must be the primary goal. 

!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ YŜƭƭȅ !ȊŜǾŜŘƻ όǎƘŜǎƎƻǘǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΦŎƻƳύΣ ά²ŜΩǊŜ ŀƭƭ ōǳǎȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ wŜŀŘƛƴƎ 

about something new feels like a chore. Most people are visual or kinesthetic learners, 

who need to see, feel and have their hands on something to really learn how it works. 

Set up ways for customers to watch your new service in action with a live demo, video 

guides or sample products for customerǎ ǘƻ ǘŜǎǘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎΦέ The evaluators 

recommend that short video guides be developed and added to the website to lead 

potential posters and customers through the job posting process.  

4. Customer Survey: This survey showed a 62% overall satisfaction rate with WIOA 

programs and a 68% satisfaction rate with Workforce Center staff. While these numbers 

are good, there are findings in the survey that require attention from Arkansas 

Workforce Development Leadership and the Arkansas Workforce Development Board. 

The ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άƳŀƴȅέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ άǇƻƻǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜέΣ άŀ ǊǳŘŜ 

ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜέΣ άƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀŦŦέΣ or άǳƴƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǎǘŀŦŦέΦ In spite of the high overall 

satisfaction rating with the program, άƳŀƴȅέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŎƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ issues. The 

evaluators, therefore recommend additional training in customer service for all local 
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center staff. Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇƘƻƴŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ 

appear suited to surge demand of ADWS or ²Lh! ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦέ Because it is possible that 

the increased demand on the phone system due to the COVID pandemic is at least 

partially responsible for the problems reported by customers, the evaluators highly 

recommend that the phone system be professionally evaluated immediately. If these 

problems continue post-COVID, the evaluators recommend that the system be upgraded 

as soon as it is feasible. This upgrade, installed across all workforce centers in the state 

will no doubt be expensive, but quality services are dependent upon an effective and 

reliable communication system. 

5. Compliance Review: The evaluators make no recommendations for change in this area. 
 

As previously stated, it is the opinion of the evaluators that the six centers reviewed for 

this study are in substantial compliance with all ADWS regulations, and that the 

managers take their regulatory responsibilities seriously. The reviewed centers provided 

compliant but unique services. Centers were able to meet or exceed overall guidelines and 

regulations while maintaining unique services designed to meet the specific service needs of the 

regions in which they are located. The evaluators further believe that the review of these six 

centers provides a representative picture of ADWS center s across the state.  

6. Other Recommendations: It is highly recommended that ADWS establish methods for 

high performing centers and workforce areas to provide training for other centers. In the 

areas of referral procedures, training of service recipients, and skills gaps identification 

and assessment, centers all seem to recognize the need for the services. There exists, 

however, a significant difference in the quality and success of the services provided. It is 
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recommended that ADWS provide incentives for high performing areas to develop 

training modules (in-person and online) which can be shared with less successful centers. 

The evaluators further recommend Arkansas Workforce Development Leadership and 

the Arkansas Workforce Development Board establish a system to ensure ongoing 

supervision and monitoring of the quality improvement process. This system should 

include regular formative and summative evaluation on a regular basis 

Summary and Conclusion: 

 
In 2020, the leadership of the Arkansas Division of Workforce Services (ADWS), engaged two 

University of Arkansas departments, the Counselor Education Program and the Center for 

Business and Economic Research at the Walton College of Business to complete a comprehensive 

WIOA Systems Evaluation, Skills Gap Analysis, and a series of Customer Service Surveys. The 

evaluators worked in cooperation with ADWS in the design and implementation of all surveys, 

analysis, assessments, and evaluations in order to implement processes and procedures necessary 

to ensure that accurate and relevant data were collected and used for evaluation purposes. The 

evaluation was completed under the leadership of the ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ Principal Investigators, Dr. Brent 

Williams, Associate Professor, University of Arkansas Counselor Education and Supervision, and 

Mervin Jebaraj, Director, Center for Business and Economic Research at the University of 

!ǊƪŀƴǎŀǎΩ ²ŀƭǘƻƴ College of Business. 

The evaluators are grateful to the leadership of ADWS and to the management and staff of 

the three workforce areas assigned for the bulk of the study. The managers of the three local 

areas, Dennis Williamson (Western Arkansas Planning and Development District), Rodney Larson 
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(Central Arkansas Planning and Development District), and James Morgan (Northeast Arkansas 

Works), were very helpful to the process, and were willing to provide all requested information to 

the evaluators. 

ADWS leadership asked the evaluators to review a sample of Arkansas Workforce Centers 

ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ [ƻŎŀƭ ²ƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ !ǊŜŀǎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 

and applicable laws and regulations. The six centers assigned to the evaluators for the review, 

along with their managers and staff, were very open and cooperative with the reviewers, and 

made the process a pleasure. The Workforce Centers included in the review were located in 

Conway, Mena, Hot Springs, Russellville, Searcy, and Arkadelphia. These Workforce Centers and 

their leadership are to be commended for their openness and as well as for their compliance with 

all regulations. 

The Center for Business and Economic Research at the Walton College of Business conducted 

two separate statewide surveys for the study. The study results of the WIOA Business Survey 

and the WIOA Customer Survey were analyzed and are included in the study. The response rates 

for the customer and business surveys were 11.8% and 9.9% respectively. These response rates 

provide ample data from which to make solid conclusions. 

Overall, the evaluators found that ADWS and the local workforce centers are viewed positively 

by both customers and businesses. There are, however, training and customer service issues 

associated with local centers that must be addressed as soon as possible. In addition, a number 

of complaints were received about the quality of the computer systems used by customers. 

While the findings and recommendations sections of this report contain specific suggestions 
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for service quality improvements, the evaluators feel that the Arkansas Workforce Development 

Leadership and the Arkansas Workforce Development Board have reason to be pleased with the 

work done by the agency. Improvements can be realized across the state by identifying local 

centers that perform strongly in specific areas and providing incentives for these centers to share 

their best practices. 
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Appendices 

Appendix I 

Partners Listed By Managers of Assigned Areas 
 

Western Arkansas Planning and Development District Partner Programs: 

¶ Adult Education 

¶ Arkansas Division of Workforce Services 

¶ Arkansas Rehabilitation Services 

¶ Western Arkansas Planning and 

¶ Development District (WIOA Title I-B) 

¶ Arkansas Career Pathways 

¶ Division of Services for the Blind 

¶ Job Corps 

¶ Senior Community Service 

¶ Employment Program (SCSEP) 

Central Arkansas Planning and Development District Partner Programs: 

¶ Adult Education and Family Literacy 

¶ Career and Technical Education 

¶ Job Corps 

¶ Jobs for Veterans State Grants 

¶ Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Program 

¶ Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 

¶ Senior Community Service Employment Program 

¶ Trade Adjustment Assistance 

¶ Unemployment Insurance 

¶ Vocational Rehabilitation 

¶ Wagner-Peyser Employment 

¶ WIOA Title I Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth Program 

¶ Youth Build 

¶ Head Start Program and Community Services, Utility Assistance, Weatherization and 

Tax Preparation 

¶ Career and Technical Education 

¶ Staffing Service and Temporary Employment 

¶ Educational Opportunity Center 

¶ Transitional Employment Assistance 

¶ Psychological Exams for Social Security/Disability 
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¶ Adult Education and Family Literacy 

¶ Community Service Block Grant Employment & Training 

¶ HUD Employment and Training Program 

¶ Indian and Native American Programs 

¶ Reentry Employment Opportunities 

¶ Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 

¶ Homebound Senior Services and Family Home Health Services 

¶ Title V ς Older Workers Employment Services for workers 55 and older 

¶ Employment Opportunities for teens with disabilities 

¶ Communication and Outreach of Child Support Enforcement 

¶ WIOA Title IV ς Vocational Rehabilitation 

¶ WIOA Title III - Jobs for Veterans State Grants 

¶ Recreational and after school programs for Youth 

¶ ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ Shelter 

¶ Helps troubled Youth with school, counseling 

¶ Spiritual, physical mental services for Ex-Offenders 

¶ Juvenile County Services and Rehabilitation for Youth Convicted of Criminal Offences 

Northeast Arkansas Workforce Development Center: 

¶ Adult Education 

¶ Arkansas Rehabilitation Services 

¶ Division Services for the Blind 

¶ Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Program 

¶ Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 

¶ Unemployment Insurance 

¶ Wagner-Peyser Employment Services 

¶ Arkansas Northeastern College 

¶ Arkansas State University ς Newport 

¶ Black River Technical College 

¶ WIOA Title I Services ς Adult, Dislocated Workers, and Youth 

¶ American Indian Center of Arkansas 

¶ Job Corps 

¶ National Caucus and Center on Black Aging 

¶ Senior Community Service Employment Program 



 

181 
 

Appendix II 

Example Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
For the Northeast Arkansas Workforce Development Area 
Arkansas Workforce Center Operations 

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into in accordance with the Workforce Innovation and 
Opportunity Act of 2014 (WIOA). This agreement among the signature agencies and organizations describes how 
their resources will be utilized to better serve mutual customers in the Northeast Arkansas Workforce 
Development Area, and the Arkansas Workforce Centers, which are a part of the Arkansas Workforce 
Development System. It is understood that the Arkansas Workforce Centers will be a collaborative effort based 
on trust and teamwork among agencies working together as partners to accomplish a shared goal of improving 
the quality of life for individuals through employment, training, and education. 

 

Purpose 
This MOU is executed between the Northeast Arkansas Workforce Development Board (Local Board), the Arkansas 
Workforce Center network Partners (Partners), and the Chief Elected Officials (CEOs). They are collectively 
referred to as the "Parties" to this MOU. This MOU is developed to confirm the understanding of the Parties 
regarding the operation and management of the three Arkansas Workforce Centers in the Northeast Local 
Workforce Development Area (Local Area). The Local Board provides local oversight of workforce programming 
for the Local Area. The Local Board, with the agreement of the CEOs, has competitively selected Employment & 
Training Services, Inc. (ETS, Inc.) as the one-stop operator for the Local Area. as further outlined in the One-Stop 
Operator section. The One-Stop Operating Budget and Infrastructure Funding Agreement establish a financial plan, 
including terms and conditions, to fund the services and operating costs of the Local Area Arkansas Workforce 
Center network. The Parties to this MOU agree that joint funding is an essential foundation for an integrated 
service delivery system and necessary to maintain the Local Area's high-standard Arkansas Workforce Center 
network. The Vision, Mission, System Structure, Terms and Conditions, One-Stop Operating Budget, and 
Infrastructure Funding Agreement outlined herein reflect the commitment of the Parties to their job seeker and 
business customers, as well as to the overall community. 

 

Vision 
Arkansas will have a world-class workforce that is well educated, skilled, and working in order to keep 
Arkansas's economy competitive in the global marketplace. 

 

Mission 
To promote and support a talent development system in Arkansas that offers employers, individuals, and 
communities the opportunity to achieve and sustain economic prosperity. 

 
Arkansas's Talent Development System Philosophy 
Å We believe that there must be a pipeline for skilled workers for employers and a job for every Arkansan 
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that wants one. 

Å We believe that the talent development system of Arkansas must be relevant to the labor market in 
order to meet the needs of employers and job seekers, and for Arkansas to compete globally. 

Å We believe that every Arkansan should have opportunity and access to training and education that 
leads to a career with gainful employment. 

Å We believe innovation and partnerships centered on local economic priorities maximizes effectiveness and 
puts the State in the best position to address local and regional workforce needs. 

Å We believe Arkansas's workforce system should be a viable resource for business and industry. 
Å We believe that in order for the talent development system to be the preferred system, the system 

must be accountable, flexible, and align education and training with business and industry needs. 
Å We believe that in order for the talent development system to be effective, we must eliminate overlap 

and duplication of resources and services and streamline investment of funds. 
 

Characteristics of a High-Quality Arkansas Workforce Center 
 

The publicly funded workforce system envisioned by the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) is quality 
focused, employer-driven, customer-centered, and tailored to meet the needs of regional economies. It is designed 
to increase access to, and opportunities for, the employment, education, training, and support services that 
individuals need to succeed in the labor market, particularly those with barriers to employment. It aligns workforce 
development, education, and economic development programs with regional economic development strategies to 
meet the needs of local and regional employers, and provides a comprehensive, accessible and 
high-quality workforce development system. This is accomplished by providing all customers access to high-quality 
workforce development centers that connect them with the full range of services available in their communities, 
whether they are looking to find jobs; build basic educational or occupational skills; earn a postsecondary certificate 
or degree; obtain guidance on how to make career choices; or are businesses and employers seeking skilled 
workers. 

 

For successful integration and implementation of Partner programs, all Partners agree to 
support and reinforce the following characteristics of a high-quality workforce delivery 
system. 

 

Customer Service 
ω Reflect a Welcoming Environment 
ω Provide Career Services that Empower 
ω Value Skill Development 
ω Create Opportunities for Individuals at all Skill Levels 
ω Improve Job Seeker Skills 
ω Deliver Quality Business Services 

 

Innovation and Service Design 
ω Integrated Intake Process 
ω Actively Engage Industry Sectors 
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ω Use Market Driven Principles 
ω Use Innovative Delivery Models 

ω Offer Virtual and Center-Based Services 

ω Ensure Access to All Customers 
 

Systems Integration and High-Quality Staffing 
ω Reflect Robust Partnerships 
ω Organize Services by Function 
ω Use Common Performance Indicators 
ω Implement Integrated Policies 
ω Cross-Train and Equip Center Staff 
ω Offer Highly Trained Career Counselors 
ω Maintain Integrated Case Management 

 

Arkansas Workforce Centers (American Job Centers) 
 

The Local Area has three Arkansas Workforce Centers, also known as one-stop centers that are 
designed to provide a full range of assistance to job seekers and businesses under one roof. 
The Arkansas Workforce Centers are proud partners of the American Job Center network. 
Established under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 and continued by the Workforce 
Innovation and Opportunity Act, the centers offer a comprehensive array of services designed 
to match talent with opportunities. 

 

Partner 
Program 

Partner 
Organization 

Authorization/Category Contact Information 

Literacy (WIOA 
Title II) 

 Literacy Act (AEFLA)program Jonesboro, AR 72401 

*Career and 
Technical 
Education 

Arkansas State 
University- Newport 

Carl D. Perkins Career and 
Technical Education Act of 
2006 (20 U.S.C. 2301 et 
sea.) 

Arkansas State University - Newport 
2311 East Nettleton, Suite G. 
Jonesboro, AR 7240 I 

*Jobs for Veterans 
State Grants 
(JVSG) 

Arkansas Division of 
Workforce Services 

Jobs for Veterans State 
Grants (JVSG), authorized 
under chapter 41 of title 38, 
U.S.C.N 

2311 East Nettleton 
Jonesboro, AR 7240 l 
870.935.5594 

*Migrant and 
Seasonal 
Farmworker 
Program 

Arkansas Division of 
Workforce Services 

Migrant and Seasonal 
Farmworker Program, WIOA 
Title I 

2311 East Nettleton 
Jonesboro, AR 72401 
870.935.5594 

*Temporary 
Assistance for 
Needy Families 
(TANF) 

Arkansas Division of 
Workforce Services 

Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families (TANF), 
authorized under part A of 
title IV of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 60 I et sea.) 

2311 East Nettleton 
Jonesboro, AR 7240 I 
870.935.5594 

*Trade Adjustment 
Assistance (TAA) 

Arkansas Division of 
Workforce Services 

Trade Adjustment Assistance 
(TAA), authorized under 
chapter 2 of title II of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2271 et sea.) 

2311 East Nettleton 
Jonesboro, AR 72401 
870.935.5594 




