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Employer Engagement 

This Chapter looks at Opportunity Chicago’s 
Employer Engagement Strategy – how it has 
evolved since January 2006, and the extent to 
which it is meeting the Initiative’s 
overarching objective of attracting and 
sustaining employer involvement in OC 
toward the goal of placing and retaining 
public housing residents into jobs. 
 
Employer Engagement – An 
Evolving Strategy 
What sets Opportunity Chicago apart from 
previous ad hoc efforts to engage employers in 
the placement of CHA residents into jobs is 
the Initiative’s strategic focus on the needs of 
employers.  However, defining employer 
engagement, developing a formal strategy, 
and putting that strategy into practice has 
been challenging.  In its first year (2006), 
Opportunity Chicago’s Employer 
Engagement Strategy was an evolving 
concept.  Members established employer 
engagement activities that included the 
following tasks:   
 
• Developing employer roundtables to 

solicit feedback on recruitment/retention 
issues 

• Marketing to employers about the 
business case for hiring CHA residents 

• Developing and maintaining employer 
involvement in training and placement 
programs 

• Streamlining the job placement process 
within the public workforce development 
system 

• Exploring the use of job readiness and 
other forms of credentialing27  

 
Broad outcomes related to each activity were 
identified in 2006; however, there was no 
formal strategy in place for accomplishing the 
goal of engaging private-sector employers and 
securing their involvement in the Initiative.  
Instead, informal employer engagement tasks 
were carried out by a variety of Initiative 
partners and providers that include Service 
Connectors, Transitional Jobs, Bridges to 
Careers and WIA Programs.   

 
In March 2007, Initiative members articulated 
a formal Employer Engagement Strategy.  
The central component of this strategy is the 

                                                      
27  Based on Opportunity Chicago Logic Model, 

December 13, 2006. 

“What they’ve done for years is they’ve had the 
Mayor hold breakfast with employers and ask 
them to get jobs.  That’s not good for the 
employers because they’re not coming back and 
it’s not good for the people because they’re going 
to be frustrated and let go if they actually get in.  
A strategy is around taking advantage of 
employers’ current needs.”  
 
“What we mean by employer engagement is 
getting employers in high growth industries 
involved in creating career education programs 
and buy-in to hire people at the end of those 
programs.”   
 
“At this point, not enough has been done in 
employer engagement because it is a new 
component – a nascent strategy that we started 
later.”     
 
Source:  Key Informant Interviews. 
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use of sector-based industry specialists to develop 
employer and industry relationships, and 
“match the business needs of employers with 
the employment needs of job seekers by 
engaging employers in tailored training for 
specific job opportunities.”28  However, in its 
broadest sense, employer engagement 
functions are carried out under a formal-
informal system, comprising a variety of 
specialists and providers who interact with 
employers toward the common goal of 
securing employment opportunities for public 
housing residents.  Exhibit 6.1 presents 
employer engagement functions and the 
channels through which these functions take 
place.  
 
Approaches to securing relationships with 
employers and employment opportunities for 
residents vary among and across specialists 
and providers.  Below we discuss in detail the 
formal Industry Specialist Strategy, followed 
by a brief discussion of the informal channels 
of employer engagement.   

Industry Specialist Strategy 
The Industry Specialist (IS) Strategy is being 
implemented in two phases.  Phase I (April 
2007 – December 2008) focuses on three 
industry sectors: Hospitality (hotel, restaurants, 

                                                      
28   Chicago Workforce Board Proposal, March 2007.    

and retail), Transportation/Warehousing/ 
Logistics (TWL), and Healthcare.  For the 
Hospitality sector, the nonprofit organization 
National Able Network (Able), which had been 
and continues to provide employment services 
under a HUD-funded ROSS (Resident 
Opportunities and Self-Sufficiency) grant to 
CHA, was asked in the spring of 2007 to also 
perform Industry Specialist activities for this 
sector as part of the Employer Engagement 
Strategy.  Able’s role involves engaging with 
employers around job placement and 
development of training curricula to help 
prepare residents for both entry-level positions 
and advancement opportunities within the 
industry.  This higher-level, more strategic 
engagement with employers is an essential part 
of the sector-based employer engagement 
strategy.  For the other two industries (TWL 
and Healthcare), the Chicago Workforce Board 
(CWB) applied for, and received funding from 
PNC to hire individuals with extensive 
knowledge and experience within those 
industries.  The TWL specialist was hired in 

April 2007, and the Healthcare specialist was 
hired in July 2007.  The TWL specialist is based 
out of CWB, while the Healthcare specialist is 
based out of the Metropolitan Chicago 
Healthcare Council. 
 

Exhibit 6.1:  Employer Engagement Functions and Channels 

 Channels 
Employer Engagement Functions IS SC WIA BTC TJ 
Securing relationships with employers from the target 
industries ●     

Engaging employers in developing or modifying training 
programs that prepare residents for employment in sectors ●   ●  

Leveraging existing employer engagement efforts taking 
place throughout the workforce development system ● ● ●   

Ensuring employers are satisfied with their interactions with 
Opportunity Chicago ● ● ● ● ● 

Securing employment opportunities for CHA residents ● ● ● ● ● 

Source:  Adapted from Opportunity Chicago’s Industry Specialist Reports, October 2007. 

Key: IS: Industry Specialist; SC: Service Connector; WIA: Workforce Investment Act; BTC: Bridges to 
Careers; TJ: Transitional Jobs. 
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Phase II of OC’s Industry Specialist Strategy, 
which includes Basic Office and Manufacturing, 
commenced in October 2007 and continues 
through December 2008.  Manpower, Inc., 
joined the Initiative as Industry Specialist for 
Basic Office in October 2007, by way of a CWB 
contract funded by PNC.  Instituto Del 
Progresso Latino (Instituto) was hired as 
Industry Specialist for Manufacturing in 
December 2007, also with funding from PNC.  
Manpower’s focus is jobs in back office and call 
center operations, relying primarily on their 
established TechReach training curriculum.  In 
late 2007 Manpower set up a training center at a 
CHA Family Investment Center (FIC) to 
provide specialized skills training to CHA 
residents.  Instituto is a contractor to MOWD 
for the Manufacturing Works sectoral center, 
and intends to develop a “Manufacturing 101” 
training curriculum to help prepare CHA 
residents for jobs in the industry, which tend to 
require somewhat higher levels of preparation 
and work experience than the residents have.   

Exhibit 6.2 illustrates the Industry Specialist 
strategy within the broader framework of 
OC’s employer engagement strategy, which 
includes employer engagement activities 
established in 2006. 
 
Industry Specialist Outcomes   
Industry Specialist outcome measures for the 
first year of the Employer Engagement 
Strategy (2007) include the following:  
 
• Number of employers participating in 

training and placement programs 

• Range of industries represented by 
employers 

• Participation by employers from high-
growth industries 

• Participation by employers from 
industries aligned with resident interests 

• Number of employers who repeatedly 
engage in the Initiative 

OC Employer 
Engagement Strategy 

Develop and 
maintain employer 

involvement in 
training and 
placement 
programs 

Streamline process 
of placing job-ready 

candidates with 
private-sector 

employer placements 
(Quiet Agent and 
service provider 

processes) 

Certify job-ready 
residents for 

opportunities with 
private-sector 

employers (National 
Work Readiness 

Credential) 

Make an effective 
business case for 
supporting public-
housing resident 
placement and 
retention within 
private sector 

 

Develop employer 
roundtables to 

solicit feedback on 
recruitment/ 

retention issues, 
raise awareness of 

Initiative 

Industry 
Specialist 
Strategy 

Hospitality Industry 
Specialist 

 

(CHA–National Able)

Healthcare 
Industry Specialist

 

(CWB) 

Transportation, 
Warehousing, and Logistics 

Industry Specialist 
(CWB) 

Basic Office Skills 
Industry Specialist 

 

(Manpower, Inc.) 

Manufacturing 
Industry Specialist 

 

(ManufacturingWorks) 

Phase I Phase II 
Source: Adapted from Chicago Workforce Board Proposal, March 2007. 

Exhibit 6.2:  Industry Specialist Strategy as part of OC’s Employer Engagement Strategy
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• Number of new Bridge and technical 
training programs in focus sectors 

• Increased entrance of low-skilled 
jobseekers in healthcare and TWL 
occupations29 

 
Because the above outcomes are not being 
tracked at this stage in the Employer Engagement 
Strategy, we are unable to comment on the 
Initiative’s progress toward meeting specific 
numerical goals for Year 1 of the Industry 
Specialist Strategy.  The evaluation hopes to 
report on specific numerical outcomes for 
Industry Specialists and their impact in 2008.   
Nevertheless, based on the substantial amount of 
time expended observing Employer Engagement 
Working Group meetings combined with 
observations from Industry Specialist key 
informant interviews, the evaluation team is in a 
position to provide general impressions about the 
progress of Industry Specialists (TWL, 
Healthcare, and Hospitality) with respect to the 
five employer engagement functions previously 
identified (See Exhibit 6.3).  
 
Overall, in the first year of Opportunity 
Chicago’s Employer Engagement Strategy, 
there have been significant signs of progress, 
as well as some “working out the kinks,” 
toward the goals articulated in the strategy.  
By next year at this time, it will be much 
clearer whether the efforts of the Industry 
Specialists are indeed translating into 
improved opportunities for placement and 
career advancement for CHA residents.  The 
following specific challenges will need to be 
addressed by the Initiative: 
 
• Successfully articulating a “business 

case” for hiring CHA residents:  Efforts 
to work with employers must be premised 
upon the satisfaction of employers’ real 
workforce needs and opportunities, not 
their charity – otherwise they are not likely 
to be sustainable.  This will require not only 

                                                      
29  Chicago Workforce Board Proposal, March 2007. 

effective branding and marketing, but a 
deep understanding of the industry and the 
potential for viable initiatives that both 
meet employers’ needs and expand 
opportunities for residents. 

• Communication with service providers:  
The Industry Specialists will need to 
develop effective channels of 
communication within the Opportunity 
Chicago “supply chain” relating back to 
residents.  This communication is critical 
for helping front-line staff to understand 
the career opportunities available within the 
sectors, and to respond effectively to 
employment opportunities generated by the 
IS.  At the same time, the IS need to be 
prepared to listen to the providers about 
the barriers facing residents, and have a 
good sense for the skills and capabilities of 
the resident population as they work to 
develop employment opportunities.   

• Minimizing redundancy with 
employers:  Employers are likely to be 
turned off if they are approached 
independently by too many different 
organizations providing workforce services 
– whether Opportunity Chicago, MOWD 
or City College-funded efforts.  Especially 
in areas like Hospitality and Healthcare 
where a number of sectoral efforts are 
already underway, the Industry Specialists 
will need to coordinate in order to 
minimize overlap.  But this will likely 
require a very high level (e.g., Mayoral) 
initiative in order to bring all the key actors 
within the sector onto the same page. 

   

“I really don’t know about having single persons 
as industry liaisons.  How do they link to the 
Service Connectors?  Whose responsibility is it?  
No one’s clear about that.  Who’s accountable 
for job placement outcomes?  I don’t know.”   
 
Source:  Key Informant Interviews. 



 Opportunity Chicago WFD Evaluation – Interim Report No. 1  41 
 
 

Informal Employer Engagement 
Channels 
As mentioned previously, employer engagement 
efforts vary among and across specialists and 
service providers.  Unlike the formal Industry 
Specialist Strategy where the specialist’s role is 
to engage employers around career education 
programs that lead to career path employment 

in higher-level jobs, providers operating under 
the informal system of employer engagement 
interact with both employers and CHA 
residents to secure both immediate and long-
term employment opportunities for residents in 
jobs ranging from transitional employment to 
higher-level, semi-skilled jobs.  
 

Exhibit 6.3:  Industry Specialists’ (TWL, Healthcare and Hospitality) Progress to Date 

Function/Deliverable Progress to Date 

Secure relationships 
with employers from the 
target industries 

Overall, the Industry Specialists (IS) have been very active in engaging 
employers to inform them about Opportunity Chicago and to learn about 
their workforce needs.  Although all current IS bring significant industry 
knowledge, experience and connections, they face very different levels of 
prior engagement on the part of their respective industries with the public 
workforce system, in some cases bringing employers to the table for the 
first time to discuss their workforce needs. 

Engage employers in 
developing or modifying 
training programs 

The level of IS activity for this deliverable has varied substantially, 
depending on the amount of existing training programs targeted at the 
sector and the level of engagement with individual employers.  The 
most activity has come in the TWL sector, where the IS has worked 
closely with the City Colleges to solicit employer input into training 
programs for the sector.  In health care, this will occur once pending 
employer hiring partnerships are in place, while in hospitality several 
programs already exist, reducing the need for IS to gather additional 
employer input. 

Leverage existing 
employer engagement 
efforts in WD system 

The extent of coordination with other WD efforts has varied among 
sectors.  On one extreme, the relative dearth of existing efforts in TWL 
has made the task of leveraging those efforts relatively easy, while 
tapping into the immense array of private, public and non-profit health 
care WD providers remains a huge challenge.  In hospitality, the IS are 
working more closely with the City’s center for serving employers in the 
industry, ServiceWorks, but overlap and confusion from the employers’ 
perspective remains a major concern. 

Secure employment 
opportunities 

Efforts to translate employer engagement into actually-existing job 
opportunities have been modest to date.  This reflects both the priority 
placed upon establishing relationships as opposed to generating job leads, 
and the lead time required to develop the kind of customized, training-
based partnerships the IS are expected to develop.  However, the IS are all 
acutely aware of the imperative to (eventually) parlay their employer 
relationships into jobs, and so it is likely that the amount of jobs developed 
through the IS will increase significantly in the coming year. 

Ensure employers are 
satisfied with OC 

Very few “customer satisfaction” efforts have been made thus far, simply 
because the work of the IS remain at a very early stage.  However, in 
cases so far where hiring events have been organized by the IS, they have 
reported back to the Employer Engagement Working Group and key 
partners (MOWD, CDHS, CHA) on any concerns raised by the employers 
(e.g., regarding readiness and preparation of residents). 
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Service Connectors   
The Service Connector program plays a role in 
engaging employers through job placement 
activities on behalf of residents combined with 
supportive services.  Service Connector agencies 
work with each of CHA’s resident employment 
groups (chronically unemployed, sporadically 
employed, and consistently employed) in the 
provision of human care services.  However, 
for employer engagement purposes, Service 
Connectors engage primarily with employers 
that place residents into entry-level, minimum-
wage paying jobs.  As one Key Informant with 
a strong workforce development background 
commented, “Most or many of them [Service 
Connectors] don’t have experience in the area 
[of workforce development].  It’s really too 
much to ask to be effective at a sector level.  
They’re probably okay at the local level.  You 
just can’t expect them to do too much.  They’re 
good for mostly secondary jobs.  But they 
should be connecting them [CHA residents] to 
move from secondary [high turn-over, low-
wage, limited advancement] to primary [stable, 
higher paying, career path] jobs.”   
 
Bridges to Careers Programs 
Bridges to Careers offers an educational 
dimension to engaging employers in the 
Initiative, providing occupational skills 
training and “bridge” programming aligned 
with the industry sector focus on healthcare, 
transportation, and service occupations.  
Bridge programs connect primarily CHA’s 
sporadically employed residents to 
employment opportunities in entry-level, 
semi-skilled jobs.  However, several  Key 
Informants raised concerns that some Bridge 
programs, most of which are operated within 
the City Colleges of Chicago, have not 
successfully engaged employers willing to hire 
training graduates, reducing the number of 
successful placement outcomes and 
engendering resident skepticism toward the 
benefits of training. 
 
 

WIA Programs  
One of the goals of Opportunity Chicago has 
been to leverage more effectively the 
workforce development resources available 
under the federal Workforce Investment Act, 
which is administered locally by MOWD.  
Operators of WIA-funded Workforce 
Centers (a.k.a. “One Stops”) and community-
based affiliates engage with employers on 
behalf of job seekers, offering targeted 
employment assistance such as job matching 
for prescreened applicants and on-site 
recruitment of prospective employees.  WIA 
providers collaborate with both Service 
Connectors and City Colleges to secure 
employment for CHA’s sporadically and 
consistently employed populations in entry-
level, semi-skilled jobs and higher-level, semi-
skilled jobs.   
 
Transitional Jobs Program 
The Transitional Jobs (TJ) program uses 
time-limited, wage-paying jobs that combine 
employment, skill development, and 
supportive services to transition participants 
successfully into the labor market.30   
However, because TJ providers work with 
CHA’s chronically unemployed resident 
population who face high barriers to 
employment, this criterion for engaging 
employers is often difficult for providers to 
adhere to.  Rather, as we inferred from 
interviews with TJ employers, in practice the 
“criterion” is loosely applied and largely 
subjective.  Essentially, it is one of engaging 
employers (seemingly any employer − public 
or private sector) willing to bring on residents 
for employment opportunities in transitional 
jobs that may or may not lead to clearly 
defined skill development or job paths geared 
toward successful labor market participation.   
Two examples are illustrative.  In the first 
instance, an employer agreed to a three-
month subsidized placement of a resident 

                                                      
30   Workforce Development Programs for Chicago 

Housing Authority Residents, August 2007. 
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who committed to working six-hour days, 
five days per week.  The employer accepted 
the placement without fully discussing with 
the service provider the resident’s training, 
skills or qualifications.  The employer noted: 
“We did ask if anyone had any computer 
skills for doing data entry.”  Upon hiring the 
resident and quickly learning that the resident 
did not have the skills to do data entry, the 
employer “made up” a marketing position for 
the resident to pass out flyers advertising the 
business at local colleges. In the second 
example, an employer responding to an 
interview question regarding positions for 
which residents were being hired stated: “We 
hired them for no position in particular − just 
to help out with different things.” 
 
TJ employers discussed several key issues that 
are instructive for the Initiative: 

• Address motivating factors that 
matter to employers:  While there are 
numerous factors that influence 
employers’ participation in workforce 
development programs, a common 
theme expressed by TJ employers was a 
sense of social responsibility: “everyone 
deserves a chance…you have to start 
somewhere,” along with notions of 
community and civic obligation.  Other 
motivating factors included peers/social 
networks through which TJ employers 
learned about the TJ program, as well as 
the TJ subsidy itself.  TJ employers were 
less motivated by factors such as program 
quality and reputation and, surprisingly, 
workforce needs.   

• Focus on better job matching:  
Residents’ job performance and skill levels 
were uneven.  As one TJ employer noted 
about the job performance of several 
transitional employees: “It was mixed.  A 
couple of them worked out really well and 
in fact one − we’re looking at trying to hire 
her on to a permanent position if we can 
find the money for it.  But for others, it 

wasn’t as great.  They would go out for 
lunch and not come back, that sort of 
thing… But all in all, three of the six were 
pretty good and that’s not so bad.  And two 
of three who didn’t work out probably 
could have if we had done things 
differently − assigned them to something 
different or kept their interest a little 
better.”   

• Soft skills are critical:  In terms of 
resident-employee retention and 
understanding of workplace norms, a lack 
of soft skills was cited as a challenge, 
including lack of discipline; failure to report 
on time for work; inability to complete 
assigned work tasks; inability to follow 
instructions and accept direction from 
supervisors; lack of basic computer skills; 
and general work-readiness problems (e.g., 
“knowing how to keep yourself busy in a 
situation where I’m not giving you 
something to do”).  Of course, support 
services can play an important role in 
helping resident-employees overcome 
many of the barriers articulated by 
employers.  However, employers were 
either unaware that such services were 
offered by the service provider or chose 
not to seek those services in cases where 
they (employers) were aware of available 
services.   

 
Based on their experiences with the Initiative, 
TJ employers offered the following broad 
recommendations with respect to pre-

“In terms of preparation, I think it would be 
helpful if they [service providers] worked with the 
individuals to teach them about the importance 
of showing initiative and being self-motivated on 
the job.  So if I’m busy or in a meeting, instead of 
just sitting there, find ways to be useful and 
productive for the business.  That’s the way you 
make yourself valuable to an employer.”  

Source:  TJ Employer Interviews.  
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employment preparation of residents, 
placement relationships between the Initiative 
and employers, and post-placement services:  
 
• Improve residents’ job readiness and 

basic skills 

• Develop systems for cross-training 
residents to perform multiple job 
functions (for example, cross training of 
the customer service function with 
computer systems training) 

• Establish systems to better monitor 
resident-employees’ overall job 
performance and conduct more worksite 
visits  

• Provide employers with better and more 
detailed information on program parameters, 
the training that residents undergo, and allow 
more time for processing applicants 

• Extend the TJ training and placement 
time period and work with residents early 
in the process to conduct their search for 
permanent (post-placement) employment  

 
Gauging Employer Participation  
Our analysis in this section − as with the 
Industry and Occupation Analysis section in 
Chapter 5 – is based on the Salesforce 
employment placement data file in which 30 
percent of job start dates are missing.  In 
addition, a substantial portion of the 
employer information collected from 
residents by Service Connector agencies and 
entered into Salesforce is self-reported and 
contains inaccuracies. Therefore, the analysis 
is limited and may not reflect the totality and 
scope of employer participation in the first 
year of the Initiative.   
 
In 2006, approximately 900 employers were 
“engaged” in OC (i.e., provided job 
placements to CHA residents) mainly by way 

of Service Connector agencies.31  About one-
third of these employers had more than one 
placement.32  Fewer than 5 percent had 10 or 
more placements.33 
 
Employers hail from a variety of industry 
sectors including retail, social services, 
healthcare, and food services.  Exhibit 6.4 
lists the top 10 industry sectors based on the 
number of employers per sector. 

Major employers (i.e., those with more than 
10 placements) include national retail stores 
such as Macy’s, Target, Home Depot and 
Walgreens, and restaurant chains such as 
McDonald’s.  Three Initiative stakeholders 
are among the major employers as well: CHA 

                                                      
31  Analysis of 2006 Salesforce Employment 

Placement data.   
32   Ibid. 
33   Ibid. 

Exhibit 6.4: Top 10 Industry Sectors by 
Employers (2006) 

 Rank Industry Sector 
# Employers 
per Sector 

1 Social/Human 
Services 38 

2 Retail 36 
3 Healthcare & Services 31 

3 Food (services & 
restaurants 31 

4 Temporary Staffing 18 
5 Government 17 
6 Security 15 

7 Transportation / 
Warehousing/Logistics 13 

7 Housing 13 
8 Construction 8 
9 Janitorial 7 
9 Community & Civic 7 

9 Banking & Financial 
Services 7 

10 Hospitality 6 

Source: Analysis of CHA 2006 Salesforce 
Employment Placement Data (employers with more 
than one placement). 
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(73),34 Heartland Human Care Services (26), 
and Ulich Children’s Advantage Network 
(UCAN (15) (See Exhibit 6.5).  Most of the 
job placements occurred through Service 
Connector agencies whose primary focus is 
social services, not workforce development.  
With the Initiative’s Employer Engagement 
Strategy in full implementation in 2008, we 
expect to see more quality job placements in 
targeted industry sectors (i.e., Healthcare, 
TWL, Manufacturing, Basic Office, and 
Hospitality), and fewer in government and 
social services sectors. 
 
Lastly, we know from anecdotal information 
and several Key Informant interviews that 
many of the employers listed in CHA’s 
Salesforce data base are not necessarily aware 
of Opportunity Chicago, with the exception 
of Transitional Jobs employers discussed 
earlier.  However, we anticipate that a fully 
operational Industry Specialist Strategy in 
2008 will position OC to engage more 
meaningfully with employers to meet their 
business needs and the employment needs of 
resident job seekers. 
 

                                                      
34  Most of the CHA placements are temporary part-

time positions (e.g., lunch attendant, food site 
worker, food service aide in the agency’s Summer 
Enrichment and Food Service Programs. 

Exhibit 6.5: Major OC Employers (2006) 

Industry 
Sector 

Employer # of 
Placements 

Retail  
Macy’s 26 
Target 16 
Home Depot 15 
Dominick’s Finer Foods 15 
Family Dollar 15 
Walgreens  12 
K-Mart 12 

 

Jewel Food Store 11 
Social Services 

Heartland Human Care 
Services 

26 

Chicago Christian 
Industrial League 

18 

UCAN 15 

 

Jane Adams Hull House 14 
Food (services & restaurants) 

McDonald’s 41  
Sportservice 27 

 Aramark 14 
Healthcare & Services 
 Help at Home, Inc. 61 
Temporary Staffing 

RGIS 26  
Tandem Staffing 25 

Government 
CHA 73 
After School Matters 36 
Chicago Public Schools 21 
Summer Food Program 19 
U.S. Post Office 17 

 

City of Chicago  12 
Security 

Securitas, Inc. 26 
Andy Frain Security 
Services 

12 
 

Safety Service Systems, 
Inc. 

11 

Transportation, Warehousing & Logistics 
Air Serve Corporation 36  
UPS 27 

Construction 
 Walsh Construction 21 

Source:  Analysis of CHA 2006 Salesforce Employment Placement Data 
(employers with more than 10 employment placements). 





 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations

In the previous sections we documented what 
happened in the first 18 months of OC and 
offered evaluation findings.  Designed as a 
multi-level, multi-sector workforce 
development systems change initiative 
involving public, business and foundation 
partners, the Initiative uses a collaborative 
structure of committees and work groups 
managed and facilitated by an outside agency.  
This collaborative structure has served the 
Initiative well, so far, under the able 
management of the Chicago Jobs Council. 
Based on observations and data analysis, we 
post the following conclusions and 
recommendations.   

 
Member Recruitment and 
Participation 
Conclusion:  The Initiative has attracted key 
policy makers and administrators from 
workforce development, public housing, and 
education sectors to its Strategic Advisers and 
Public Agency Partners Groups. 

 
Recommendation:  As the Initiative focuses 
more on the implementation of dual 
customer strategies to engage public housing 
residents and employers in targeted 
industries, more effort is needed to actively 
engage additional industry-specific 
associations and other public sector systems 
providing assistance and supportive services 
to this population.  
 
Collaborative Decision-Making 
Conclusion:  Initiative-level planning and 
decision-making is coordinated by the CJC 
and PNC through frequent meetings of SAG, 
PAP and other working groups.  While this 

strategy supports information sharing and 
relationship-building among meeting 
attendees, it disadvantages other groups that 
are not represented at meetings. 

 
Recommendation:  The Initiative is 
encouraged to take advantage of new 
technologies for collaboration, including 
expanded use of the Initiative’s web office, 
development of its website, increased use of 
webinars and conference calls, use of 
extranets for joint document development, as 
well as web-based data collection, 
management and reporting of the Initiative’s 
activities and outcomes.   

 
Initiative Planning and 
Implementation 
Conclusion:  2006 served as a planning year 
for OC, even as partners and stakeholders 
managed ongoing services for CHA residents.  
This meant that existing contracts, 
memoranda of understanding, and inter-
agency agreements among the partners had to 
be revised and renegotiated as the Initiative 
planning progressed. 
 
Recommendation:  To maintain consistent 
focus on the Initiative’s long-term outcomes 
of stable, career-oriented employment for 
public housing residents, even as operational 
strategies change, the Initiative’s contracts 
and agreements – regardless of which partner 
originates them – should add more 
outcomes-based goals, data collection, and 
reporting requirements for continuous 
improvement purposes.  A new centralized 
web-based tool may be needed to maintain 
the Initiative’s focus on targeted outcomes. 
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Communication Strategy 
Conclusion:  As the Initiative has moved 
from policy-level planning to full-scale 
implementation, the Initiative’s initial 
communication structures and processes have 
not included some key partners, including 
service providers, residents and employers. 

 
Recommendation:  Implementation of the 
Initiative’s new communications plan should 
be as inclusive as possible, using multiple 
communications strategies that, in particular, 
reach and engage the Initiative’s dual 
customers, residents and employers. 
 
Resource Development 
Conclusion:  The Initiative is well-resourced, 
supported not only by financing from public, 
business and private foundations, but also by 
the generous contribution of time and 
attention of key funders and administrators. 

 
Recommendation:  Within this “window of 
opportunity” the Initiative is encouraged to 
identify and institutionalize these 
extraordinarily flexible and collaborative 
decision-making and funding processes as 
“business as usual” regardless of the persons 
filling key collaborative roles.  This will 
ensure that as staff changes occur, decisions 
and processes are institutionalized and are not 
identified exclusively with an individual, but 
rather with the agency.  

 
Systems Integration and Change 
Conclusion:  Even as the Initiative’s Public 
Agency Partners have been developing a 
comprehensive workforce development 
strategy for public housing residents, they 
have also been negotiating incremental 
changes in program policies and processes to 
streamline and integrate services for public 
housing residents. 

 

Recommendation:  CHA’s review of Service 
Connector is expected to result in a 
significant shift in its service delivery strategy 
in early 2008.  This presents a unique 
opportunity for Initiative’s members to 
influence the design of the future service 
delivery strategy to better align with more 
standard workforce development processes 
and outcomes.  It also presents an 
opportunity for Public Agency Partners to 
align their services and delivery mechanisms 
with the future CHA service delivery strategy, 
as a coordinated shift to a new service 
delivery model for OC, with a clear start date 
for the next phase of the Initiative.  

 
Employment Outcomes for 
Residents 
Conclusion:  Over 1,000 public housing 
residents were placed in employment in 2006, 
surpassing the goal set by OC.  Not much 
more can be said about these placements at 
this time given the lack of usable data. 
However, it is important to underscore an 
important finding in the evolution in thinking 
about how OC members count placements − 
from households to residents to unique 
individuals.   

 
Recommendation:  The Initiative should 
invest resources in the development of 
Management Information Systems capacity 
that results in a rich database for tracking 
clients and outcomes.  This capacity is critical 
in order to answer the evaluation research 
questions and track the experiences of jobs 
participants.   
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Appendix B: Program-Specific 
Outcomes 

Transitional Jobs Placements 
Fifty-nine CHA residents received subsidized employment placements in the Transitional Jobs 
workforce development program in 2006. Table 1 below shows the data recorded in the 
Transitional Jobs data file.  

 
Almost all of the 83 residents who enrolled in the Transitional Jobs orientation completed it.  
Fifty-nine (71 percent) of the residents were then placed in 60 subsidized placements in 2006.  
Six of the residents received a subsequent placement.  The average wage for all subsidized 
placements was $6.50.  Approximately one-quarter of residents’ placements were completed 
during 2006.  Thirty-seven percent of those who did not complete their placements did not fulfill 
necessary criteria or requirements. 
 
Bridges to Careers Placements 
Three hundred thirty three residents enrolled and participated in the Bridges to Careers Programs in 
2006.  Within Bridges to Careers, program participants enrolled in multiple programs.  Table 2 shows 
the enrollment and completion outcomes among Bridge program participants.  Approximately half of 
residents/placements enrolled in Career Bridge and Remediation completed the training, and 
approximately three-quarters of Technical Training participants completed within the year.   
 

Appendix Table 1: Transitional Jobs Program Participation and Completion 
 

Orientation 
 Enrollments Residents # Completed  % Completed 

Participated in Orientation 86 83 80 96% 
 

Subsidized Placements 

 # Placements # Residents 
Average 
Wage a # Completed % Completed 

Residents with First 
Subsidized Placement 

60 59 $6.50 12 20% 

Residents with Second 
Subsidized Placement 

6 6 $6.50 4 67% 

Source: CHA Transitional Jobs File. 
a Missing First Placements N=2 (3%) 
Note: Retention and completion for first subsidized placement based on the 32 who ended placement during 2006. 
Twenty-eight participants ended their placement in 2007; 25 of these completed the program. All residents in second 
subsidized placement ended participation by the end of the year.  
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Overall, 209 residents participated in at least one type of Technical Training service from the various 
colleges in 2006. The most frequently acquired trainings were Basic Nursing Assistance, Customer 
Service, Phlebotomy, and CDL (44 percent, 11 percent, 9 percent, and 8 percent respectively).  Table 
3 provides detail on the types of training received by participants. Fifty-three (25 percent) of the 
residents who accessed Technical Training services received certificates in 2006. 

 
WIA 
Sixty-eight residents 
participated in Workforce 
Investment Act programs in 
2006, and they were not among 
those residents who accessed 
Service Connectors.  Table 4 
provides a profile of participants 
based on their WIA Intake File.  
 
WIA participants overall have a 
more established work history 
than the Service Connector 
population, with at least  three-
fourths of all WIA participants 
in 2005 and 2006 having held at 
least one job prior to that year. 
Government benefits and 
education are comparable in 
both years, however work 
history and current employment 
status in 2006 reflect a slight 
shift in the population that 
likely reflects the incorporation 
of harder to serve residents. 

Individuals who had never been employed rose from eight residents to 16, 11 percent to 24 
percent, and those currently unemployed increased from 47 residents to 59 residents, 63 percent 
to 87 percent.   

Appendix Table 2: Bridges to Careers Enrollment and Program Completion, 2006  
 
 Number of Residents Enrolled Program Completion 
 Count Percent Count Percent 
Career Bridge 15 4% 7 47% 

Remediation 132 42% 68 52% 
Technical Training 209 67% 145 69% 

Data Source: CHA Bridges 2 Careers file. 

Note: Completion based on participants who ended the program during 2006. One participant completed the 
remediation program during 2007 and eight participants completed the technical training program during 2007. 

Appendix Table 3: Bridges to Careers - Types of 
Technical Training  

Type of Program 
# of 

Participants % 
Basic Nursing Assistance 96 44% 
Customer Service 24 11% 
Phlebotomy 20 9% 
CDL 18 8% 
Medical Billing & Coding 10 5% 
Medical Transcription 9 4% 
Fork Lift 6 3% 
Pharmacy Technician 6 3% 
Bank Teller 5 2% 
Masonry/Bricklaying 8 4% 
Plumbing & Fire Protection 5 2% 
Pharmacy Tech 4 2% 
Cosmetology 3 1% 
Carpentry 1 0% 
Child Development 1 0% 
Home Remodeling 1 0% 
Plumbing 1 0% 
Welding 1 0% 

Total 219 100% 
 
Source: CHA Bridges to Careers File. 
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As shown in Table 5, the proportion of WIA participants (CHA residents) placed in jobs in 2006 was 
higher than 2005.  Of the 37 residents who exited WIA programs in 2006, 41 percent were placed in 
employment averaging $10.93/hour, compared to 30 percent in 2005, averaging $8.83.  It is 
important to note that a larger number of residents continue to participate in WIA program services 
in 2006 than 2005.  For those residents placed in jobs in 2006, the wage was approximately $2.10 
higher than in 2005.  The average hours worked were comparable in both years. 
 
Given comparable levels of participation in 2005 and 2006, the most pronounced difference is an 
increase in case management program activities and a decrease in job referral and placement 
services.  This may be a reflection of a change in practice or a response to evolving needs of the 
program participants.  As reflected in Table 5, the average ITA increased by about 10 percent in 
2006.  Fewer residents attained credentials in 2006 than 2005.  A larger number of residents 
continue to participate in the program services in 2006 and fewer residents completed the 
services or exited the program in 2006.   
 

Appendix Table 4:  Profile of WIA Participants, 2005 and 2006 
  2005 

(N=75) 
2006 

(N=68) 
Gender Female 

Male 
58 (77%) 
17 (23%) 

56 (82%) 
12 (18%) 

Race African-American 
Asian 
No Answer 

63 (84%) 
1 (1%) 
4 (5%) 

63 (93%) 
1 (1%) 
4 (6%) 

Education Some High School 
High School Diploma/GED 
Some College 

16 (21%) 
42 (56%) 
17 (23%) 

11 (16%) 
43 (63%) 
14 (21%) 

Ever Been Employed? 
 

Yes 
No 

67 (89%) 
8 (11%) 

52 (76%) 
16 (24%) 

Employment Status Employed 
Not in labor force 
Unemployed 

20 (27%) 
8 (11%) 
47 (63%) 

4 (6%) 
5 (7%) 
59 (87%) 

Barriers to Employment Alcohol/Drug Dependent 
Felon 
Homeless 
Misdemeanor 
Disability 

1 (1%) 
3 (4%) 
2 (3%) 
6 (8%) 
3 (4%) 

0 (0%) 
5 (7%) 
1 (1%) 
9 (13%) 
2 (3%) 

Government Benefits  TANF 
Unemployment 
• Receiving Benefits 
• Exhausted Benefits 
• Eligible, Not Receiving  
• Not Eligible, Not Determined 

11 (15%) 
 
11 (15%) 
8 (11%) 
6 (8%) 
50 (67%) 

8 (12%) 
 
13 (19%) 
12 (18%) 
1 (1%) 
42 (62%) 

Average Family Size   2.8 3.1 
Average Number of 
Dependents under 18 

 1.6 1.5 

Data Source: MOWD WIA File 

 
a CHA residents with work history had multiple placements. Employment history information is based on 199 
placements in 2005 and 111 placements in 2006.  
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Appendix Table 5:  WIA Program Participation, 2006 
  2005 

(N=75) 
2006 

(N=68) 
Service Level 
 

Core Services 
Intensive Services 
Training Services 

75 (100%) 
62 (83%) 
27 (36%) 

66 (97%) 
46 (68%) 
17 (25%) 

Program Activities 
 

Career Planning 
Job Referral and Placement Services 
Transportation 
Case Management 
Occupational Classroom Training 
Other Job Search Assistance 
Follow-Up  Services 
Other Supportive Services 

57 (76%) 
50 (67%) 
32 (43%) 

6 (8%) 
27 (36%) 
33 (44%) 
21 (28%) 

9 (12%) 

47 (69%) 
32 (47%) 
27 (40%) 
26 (38%) 
17 (25%) 
20 (29%) 

9 (13%) 
10 (15%) 

Credentials Attained Number of Residents 
 
Number of Credentials: 
Occupational Skills License 
Occupational Skills Certificate/Credential 

9 (12%) 
 

N = 9 
1 (11%) 
8 (89%) 

6 (9%) 
 

N = 8 
1 (13%) 
7 (88%) 

Individual Training 
Accounts (ITA)a 

Number of Residents  
 
Average ITA   
Total ITA  

31 (41%) 
 

$3,970.13  
$123,074.03  

24 (35%) 
 

$4,424.52 
$106,188.48 

Program Completion 
 

Successful Completion 
Open 
Unsuccessful Completion 

63 (84%) 
17 (23%) 
22 (29%) 

31 (46%) 
27 (40%) 

9 (13%) 
Program Status 
 

Exited Program 
Continuing Registrant 

67 (89%) 
8 (11%) 

37 (54%) 
31 (46%) 

Data Source: MOWD WIA File. 

Note: Program Activities and Service Level include participants (CHA residents) who accessed services during 
2005 or 2006. Twenty-two registered participants began services after 2006 and 39 began services after 2005. 
Program Completion includes participants who accessed services and ended services during 2005 or 2006. 
Sixty-four participants ended services after 2006 and ten ended services after 2005. 

Credentials Attained includes only those attained during 2005 or 2006. Eleven credentials were attained by 2005 
WIA participants after 2005 and seven credentials were attained by 2006 WIA participants after 2006. 
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 Entry Wage Median Wage Experienced Wage 
SOC Occupational 
Title Hourly Annual Hourly Annual Hourly Annual 
Food Services Occupations 
Food Preparation and 
Serving-Related 
Occupations 

$6.83 $14,193 $7.75 $16,117 $10.25 $21,335 

Cooks, Fast Food $6.81 $14,159 $7.06 $14,689 $8.20 $17,058 
Food Preparation 
Workers $7.01 $14,577 $8.45 $17,573 $10.00 $20,798 

Combined Food 
Preparation & Serving 
Workers, including 
Fast Food 

$6.83 $14,206 $7.17 $14,920 $8.42 $17,525 

Counter Attendants, 
Cafeteria, Food 
Concession & Coffee 
Shop 

$6.85 $14,235 $7.62 $15,855 $8.95 $18,624 

Waiters and 
Waitresses $6.81 $14,154 $6.92 $14,394 $9.13 $19,008 

Food Servers, Non-
restaurant $6.81 $14,160 $8.01 $16,655 $10.51 $21,859 

Dining Room and 
Cafeteria Attendants 
and Bartender Helpers 

$6.82 $14,182 $7.12 $14,808 $9.05 $18,834 

Food Preparation and 
Serving Related 
Workers, All Other 

$6.91 $14,377 $7.95 $16,545 $9.83 $20,429 

       

Retail Occupations       
Maids and 
Housekeeping 
Cleaners 

$7.32 $15,225 $8.71 $18,122 $9.95 $20,697 

Child Care Workers $7.31 $15,213 $9.80 $20,380 $11.64 $24,209 
Personal and Home 
Care Aides $7.34 $15,274 $8.20 $17,062 $9.12 $18,985 

Cashiers $7.24 $15,051 $8.22 $17,111 $9.64 $20,040 
Counter and Rental 
Clerks $7.46 $15,503 $10.45 $21,729 $14.57 $30,306 

Retail Salespersons $7.36 $15,308 $9.64 $20,044 $13.68 $28,452 
       

Healthcare Occupations 
Home Health Aides $8.35 $17,363 $9.85 $20,479 $11.93 $24,815 
       

Security Guards 
Security Guards $8.44 $17,553 $10.81 $22,501 $13.41 $27,880 
Production Occupations 
Electrical and 
Electronic Equipment 
Assemblers 

$8.10 $16,850 $10.82 $22,516 $12.90 $26,834 

Team Assemblers $7.35 $15,282 $9.57 $19,889 $12.94 $26,896 
Assemblers and 
Fabricators, All Other $8.40 $17,468 $12.06 $25,090 $15.97 $33,217 

Packers and 
Packagers, Hand $7.19 $14,952 $8.69 $18,078 $10.62 $22,091 
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 Entry Wage Median Wage Experienced Wage 
SOC Occupational 
Title Hourly Annual Hourly Annual Hourly Annual 
Janitorial Occupations 
Janitors and Cleaners, 
Except Maids and 
Housekeeping 
Cleaners 

$7.39 $15,369 $9.96 $20,709 $12.42 $25,836 

       

Administrative Occupations 
Office and 
Administrative 
Support Occupations 

$9.38 $19,494 $14.12 $29,384 $18.51 $38,489 

Office and 
Administrative Support 
Workers, All Other 

$8.01 $16,657 $13.47 $28,016 $17.76 $36,948 

       

Housekeeping Occupations 
Maids and 
Housekeeping Cleaners $7.32 $15,225 $8.71 $18,122 $9.95 $20,697 
       

Construction Occupations 
Construction Laborers $11.49 $23,903 $25.27 $52,565 $29.10 $60,530 
Helpers, Construction 
Trades, All Other $8.59 $17,858 $13.38 $27,832 $22.79 $47,413 

 
 
Source: Illinois Department of Employment Security, LMI Source, Occupational Employment Statistics. 
http://lmi.ides.il.us/wage data/msawages.htm, accessed November 2007. 

 


