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There were a number of comments to the draft version of this directive.  Comments are summarized and responses provided below. 

Comment – Is the DOR a required regional planning partner?

Resolution – The guidance has been revised to clarify that DOR is a required regional planning partner.


Comments – A number of comments were made pertaining to the involvement of CBOs in regional and local planning efforts. Some commenters suggested that CBOs should be made required regional planning partners. Other comments urged stronger language on outreach to CBOs during planning. Other comments requested that the guidance name a more diverse set of CBOs.
  
Resolution – The State Board added stronger language to encourage outreach efforts to CBOs to ensure an inclusive planning process. The language of the guidance makes clear that planning should be inclusive and involve those community groups from Local Workforce Development Areas (Local Areas) and regions that represent individuals with barriers to employment in those areas and regions. CBOs are not required regional planning partners because the state cannot compel their involvement.  

 
Comment – Questions were raised concerning the length of time required for public comment on the regional and local plan. 

Resolution – According to the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act Section 108(d)(2), members of the public may submit comments to the Local Workforce Development Board (Local Board) no later than 30 days after the proposed local plan is made available. Title 20 Code of Regulations Section 679.510(2) extends this public comment requirement to Local Boards for the preparation and submission of the regional plan. 






 
Comments – A number of comments were made concerning the need for an inclusive public comment process, especially as this pertains to the involvement of CBOs and the need for appropriate translation services in areas where there are significant numbers of individuals who are limited English proficient. 

Resolution –The State Board added stronger language directing Local Boards to conduct an open public comment process that is accessible and takes into consideration the needs of those who are limited English proficient.


Comments – A number of comments were made concerning the need to require Local Boards and their partner to serve those who are limited English proficient.

Resolution –The State Board added stronger language to emphasize the need to serve those who are limited English proficient. To ensure inclusion of this population, additional narrative content requirements were added to the regional and local plan guidance. These requirements apply to Regional Planning Units (RPU) and Local Areas that include one or more counties with a workforce population that is 15 percent or more limited English proficient.  A list of the counties with additional limited English proficient requirements is in the directive. 


Comment – Is a regional plan considered incomplete when it does not include all of the local plans within the RPU?

Resolution – Yes, local plan is required with the regional plan. The receipt of a regional plan that does not include all relevant local plans will be considered incomplete and non-compliant. 


Comments – A number of comments were made concerning the need to add more requirements ensuring that Local Boards work with model employers who do not discriminate, provide good wages and benefits, and who have track records hiring individuals from populations with barriers to employment.

Resolution – The State Board revised the job quality requirement and requires Local Boards within the RPU to provide a description of the way each of the Local Boards in the RPU will assist and prioritize working with employers who offer jobs with good wages and benefits, especially those employers who have a history of hiring high-need or historically disadvantaged populations, including individuals from populations with barriers to employment. 


Comments – Several commenters requested that performance data on programs and activities be disaggregated by race, ethnicity, gender, age, income and education level, other relevant demographic characteristics, and other related information regarding participants, and make the disaggregated data publicly available in a form others can use to analyze it. The local plan should describe the analysis of the disaggregated data the Local Board will carry out, including program by program analysis, and the form in which the analysis will be reported publicly so it is easy to understand.
Commenters also requested that data for the Asian American, Native Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander (AANHPI) community, be disaggregated to reflect of the growing diversity of California’s AANHPI population, by tabulating for (1) each major Asian group, including but not limited to, Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, Korean, Vietnamese, Asian Indian, Laotian, Hmong, Bangladeshi, Indonesian, Malaysian, Pakistani, Sri Lankan, Taiwanese, Thai, and Cambodian; and (2) each major Pacific Islander group, including, but not limited to, Hawaiian, Guamanian, Fijian, Tongan, and Samoan.
Resolution – The data for the Title I Adult, Dislocated Worker and Title III Wagner-Peyser programs will be collected for services that individuals receive such as basic career services, individualized career services, and training services. This data is collected for individuals by gender and ethnicity and race. Per federal regulation the ethnicity/race categories (as indicated in the Department of Labor’s Participant Individual Record Layout guidance) are the following:
· Hispanic/Latino
· American Indian or Alaskan Native
· Asian
· Black or African American
· Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
· White
· More Than One Race

The data for the above mentioned categories will not be further disaggregated by the sub-population groups as the categories utilized reflect the federal rule. Outcome data for the above mentioned population groups will be reported at the state level for the Title III Wagner-Peyser program and at the local level for the Title I Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth programs. This data can be accessed by contacting the Employment Development Department who administers data collection and reporting. 
The State Board is working with its State Plan partners to develop a broader and more comprehensive collection and display of performance data, including data disaggregated by demographic characteristics, and intends to make progress in these efforts in the coming years. 
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