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Section One: Background and Overview

This report is the second in a series that ptesaterim findings of aevaluation of the Lifelong
Learning Accounts (LILA) Demonstration, antiative undertaken by thCouncil for Adult and
Experiential Learning (CAEL)CAEL is a nonprofit organizain recognized nationally as a

leader in developing innovatirategies to strengthen théatenship between education and

employment and remove iveers to lifelong learning.

CAEL pioneers learning strategies for mduals and organizations. We advance
lifelong learning in partnership with edational institutions, employers, labor
organizations, government, and communities. CAEL works to remove policy and
organizational barriers to learningmgtunities, identifie and disseminates

effective practices, and delivers value-added services.

This commitment to lifelong learning extendsCAEL’s workplaceCAEL is dedicated
to making our own workplace a model of lifelong learning, mutual respect, and

commitment to our vision?” Thus, an emphasis on prograwaluation and continuous

improvement is consistent with CAEL’s ovir@pproach to leadship and operations.

The LiLA Demonstration project grew out afplanning grant from the Ford Foundation,
and was initially supported through intatfiunding from CAEL. CAEL sponsored a
series of design workshops to obtain advand enlist support from a broad range of
organizations, including the National Asgtion of Manufacturers, the American
Society for Training and Development, asttier entities. Information developed
through these discussions and through theare$ formed the basis for CAEL’s proposal

to Ford for this project.

In addition to funding from the Ford Foundatidims project is redeing financial support
through contributions from the following orgaations: Annie E. Casey Foundation; Bank of
America Foundation; Chicago Community Trust; QGify-ort Wayne; Olive B. Cole Foundation;

Friedman Family Foundation; Richard and Rh@tddman Fund; Grandictoria Foundation;

! CAEL, http://wwwcael.org/AboutUs/MissionStatement.adanuary 23, 2004.
2 |bid.

LiLA Demonstration Project September 2006
Interim Report Two Page 1 PublicPolicy Associates, Incorporated



Evelyn and Walter Haas, Jr. Fund; Walter atideEHaas Fund; Hewlett Foundation; Indiana
Department of Workforce Development; lada Northeast Development; Levi Strauss
Foundation; Lincoln Finandi&roup Foundation; NobledZinty Community Foundation;
Northeast Indiana WIB; Polk Bros. Foundati&euben County Community Foundation (donor-

advised account); artle Verizon Foundation.

Evaluation

Public Policy Associates, Incorporat@®PA), a national public policy research,
development, and evaluation firm located_amsing, Michigan, was selected to conduct
an evaluation of the LiLA Demonstration pragr. The first interim report examined the
initial phase of developing and launching thieA program and presented baseline data
on the employers and employees that wereauitt to participate in the Demonstration.
Readers are encouraged to review theifitstrim report for a detailed discussion about
program design, recruiting strategiesyagraphic characteristics of program
participants, program enrollment, LILA accoumanagement, and initial feedback from

program participants.

While this second interim evaluation reportludes some updates of the baseline data,
the primary purpose of this repds to examine the subsequexperiences of employers
and employees as they made continuing dépogo their LILA accounts and used these

funds to enroll in education and training programs.

General Objectives of the LiLA Program

In its original proposal to the Ford Foundatj CAEL describes LiLAs as “. . . universal,
portable, self-managed educational advancement accounts for adult workers funded by

individuals, employers, and public sources . These accounts will be similar in many ways to
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Individual Development Accounts, but theagber focus on education and training responds

more directly to employer needs.”

By focusing on operational activities at the roitevel, primarily among employers and workers,
the LiLA project is designed to providefammation on micro impacts as well as policy
information at the macro level. At the midavel, the project aims to increase funding for
career-related educati@amd training for low-income adult workers and to increase small
businesses’ support for such actest In addition, the projeceésks to engage employers of any
size who typically do not offer training benefits fow-income workers. At the macro level, the
project seeks to develop a better understanafitige environment that will support such goals

for workers and businesses.

CAEL’s original policy goal was the enactment odideal legislation that would give tax breaks
for Lifelong Learning Accounts and allow smhilsinesses to claimxaredits for their
contributions. As will be discussed later imstheport, CAEL’s focus has evolved to include
state-level initiatives. The lemss learned through the LiILA Damstration, particularly as they
relate to the research questidioat taking the LiLA concept tolaroader scale, will help inform

these discussions.

Design of the LiLA Program

To better understand the findings peted in this report, this semt provides a brief review of
the program design and history of the Demat&in. The relative complexity of the LILA
program required the establishment of a sexieslationships for participants, employers,
financial institutions, career advisors, local program managers, and training providers.
Experience in implementing these relationshipsesulted in modest ahges to the design and
the approach to saving and traigi This section describes fikey dimensions of the program

design:
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Employers
Participants
Funding

Career Advising

Payment Mechanisms

Employers

LiLAs require participation by employers toceged. At a minimum, employer involvement
requires allowing CAEL to commutate about LiLAS to their workers, providing some form of
payroll deduction todcilitate participants’ savingsnd perhaps most importantly, making
financial contributions matching the employeesings. When employers agree to participate
in the LILA program, they choose the numbeeoiployee “slots” that they are willing to
support through their matching fund&n employer has to agree to match the dollar amounts
deposited by employees. One obvious bete®#mployers of participating in this
Demonstration is the addition of an outsidatch, which doubles themployer and individual

contribution and allows LILA employees to acmulate substantial additional funds for training.

For employers to be willing to participate, theyist see some bendfittheir participation,
either in terms of self-interesr broader societal valuetdustry sector, economic trends,
competitive pressures, the availability of appraehaskilled workers in the local labor market,
worker retention rates, and similar factorshose listed are likely to affect a company’s

willingness to be part of the program.

LILA Employees

After employers agreed to be part of the LiDB@monstration, arrangements were made to
inform eligible workers about the program, aeswheir questions, aratcept registrations.
Employees were provided information on theAiprogram through brochures and orientation
meetings conducted by LiLA staff. Enrollmemas often on a first-come, first-serve basis,
although attempts were made to ensure thveélancome workers had an ample opportunity to

consider participation.
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Although the purpose of the LiLA program wasptovide an incentive for lower-income
workers to save for education and trainingdaltimately experience wage improvements), the
program was open to all employees in an effoevoid the stigma of a program for low-income
individuals only. This universalccess feature seemed to hagerban important selling point
for some employers, whose interestuipgorting continuing education for upper-echelon
employees may have been a factor in theirssioa to the program. Individual LiLA savings
requirements were relatively modest (a minimof $120 per year), thereby allowing even low-

wage workers the opportunity participate in the program.

Funding Through Matched Savings Account

The LiLA is a type of savings account in whiitinds are held by a bank; the account is overseen
by CAEL. LiLA employee and employer funds @eposited into this unique account to cover
allowable training expenses. Participantkeneontributions each pay period, and employer-
matching contributions are required a quarterly basis. Lump-sum deposits are also allowable.
LiLA employees and employers receive gedst account statements showing updated fund
balances. As mentioned previously, the mimmannual participant combution is $120; the

annual maximum is $500.

One of the key features of thpsoject is the availality of outside funds to match employee and
employer contributions. Evedollar contributed by an employee is matched by the employer,
assuming the maximum employee contribution of $500 per year, the employer match would
bring the annual totab $1,000 per employee. Foundationds are used to match both the
employee and employer contributions, essdigtdoubling the amoundf money in the
employee’s LiLA account from $1,000 to $2,000.

When they enrolled in the LILA program, employees and employers committed to two years of
contributions with LILA employees having thrgears to use the funds. Originally, matching
funds were to be available for two enrollmgaéars, although it is possible that matching funds
will be extended for an additional year.
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Career Advising

One critical component of the program is ttret LILA employee must meet with a career
advisor prior to using funds for training actigs. The LiLA employee and advisor review
interests and options and consider potentahing providers; finallycreating an Individual

Learning Plan (ILP).

CAEL’s proposal describes LiLAs as providing arenue for low-income workers to access
education and training activiti@s order to achieve career athe@ment. The project allowed

LiLA employees to make training choices thatikcbbe expanded considerably beyond those that
might be relevant to their current employmentaditens. In considerintheir training options,

LiLA employees and their career advisors di@nged to operate on tharinciple of individual
choice. Training does not havelie related to a participantsirrent occupation, and employees
are free to pursue any career-tethtraining consistent with ¢ir qualifications and goals.

Career advisors are designated as the intermesli@m work with LILA employees; they discuss
career plans, identify educational options, andsassideveloping the initial ILPs. In this way,
the advisors serve as information resoustes coaches, while encouraging LILA employee
ownership of the plan development process. Heurmore, they help to ensure compliance with
LiLA procedures and identifgotential process improvemeritsThe career advisors also play an
ongoing role, following up with LILA employees @routine basis, discussing any barriers to
participation, encouraging them to pursuertieeiucation and trainingoals, and helping them
identify specific training programs offered by logabviders. The initial follow-up takes place
during the period three to six months afterlttfe was developed, and pedically thereafter.

These interactions are documentedase files for the LiLA employees.

Payment Mechanisms and Allowable Uses of Funds
The LiLA project operates with two basoptions for paying for approved training:

B A voucher-style payment mechanism for training providers who accept CAEL vouchers.

B The worker must pay the tuition arekk, and CAEL reimburses the employee.

% CAEL, “Guidelines for LiLA Career and Education Advisor,” revised April 15, 2003.
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Funds may be used to meet training anccation expenses, incluti books; computers and
software (when required for course work); faes tuition; supplies; and other materials.

Prohibited uses include on-thahjtraining, exercise coursesnsportation, day care, and food.

The performance requirement for the employeedsdiceipt of a grade 6€” or higher in a
graded course or a “Pass” in a pass/fail couBRsaticipants who do naichieve these levels are

required to repay the employer and project matching funds in full.

Funds are deposited into accounts held by anéi institution, currently ShoreBank. CAEL
serves as custodian on all accounts, combifungds from the thresources (participant,
employer, and matching fund®im foundations and, in Indianfapm the public sector) into a

settlement account in order to provioleyment to the training provider.

If, for any reason, the employee leaves the empldlgeremployee is entdt to a full refund of
any remaining dollars that loe she deposited. The employeceives a full refund of any
remaining matching dollars that were contrdaliby the employer. Similarly, the foundation’s
share of matching funds reverts to a generalinglaccount. In all three cases, the refunded
amounts are exclusive of funds that have already been spent or committed.

Demonstration Sites

Demonstration activities in this project takeqaat three sites—Chicagmgrtheast Indiana, and
San Francisco. Four sectors are involved: te@aueant and food service industry in Chicago;
the public sector (local government) and manuifidaty in northeast Indian and the health care
sector in San Francisco. Tleesreas and industries were stdd for several reasons. In
Chicago, where CAEL is headquartered, the lifrf®estaurant Assodian expressed a keen
interest in the Demonstratiomn Indiana, interest among erogkrs, the state workforce board,
and elected officials such as the mayor of Mdayne, led CAEL to launch a demonstration site

in that state. CAEL built upon some pre-existia@tionships in San Francisco to expand the
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geographic reach of the initiative beyond the Midveesl to test the LILA concept in the health
care sector, an industry witdontinuing staff shortages.

The sectors offer a healthy range of diversity wsilreral critical factar. For example, the
restaurant industry and the méacturing industry have a prepomdace of smaller employers.
The health care sector includesgka acute care facilities as wal long-term care facilities. All
of the sectors, particularly health care, hegen undergoing restructuring, and changes in job

duties and position requirements &aly common for many incumbents.

Variations in results to date are noted acrosk bectors and location$Vhere appropriate, this
report reflects a sector-basapiproach to evaluation andadysis, often referring to the

experiences in the four sectorsstiad of at the three sites.

The common thread for project activities ach of the three lotians is CAEL, whose

leadership in catalyzing interest in th&.Aiconcept and in pulling together partner
organizations to implement the subprojects\iglent at each location. Differences in the
structure, characteristics, and needs efftur sectors requirddAEL to approach the
implementation somewhat differently in eactuation, but within thenodel created for the
Demonstration. The key factor required to ssebdly implement the project in each sector was

employer outreach and recruitment.

Chicago — Restaurant and Food Services Sector

The initial site identied by CAEL for LIiLA activities wagChicago, where interest from the
lllinois Restaurant AssociationRA) provided an ideal setting 8tart the Demonstration. The
food services sector, characterized by large nusniiesmaller entitieand relatively low-wage
workers, provides a fertile ground for testingAs. Working with anlRA leadership team
comprised of representatives of smaller restaura and some larger caterers, CAEL presented

and refined its demonstration model.
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Northeast Indiana — Public Sector

The City of Fort Wayne became involved in fiteject through the leadship of the city’s

mayor, with strong support from the chairtbé Workforce Investment Board. These
individuals had been exposedtite idea through workshops aoither contacts, and the mayor
was interested in establishing such a proje€tart Wayne. The president of the North East
Indiana Central Labor Council (AFL-CIO) was aosty advocate for creating a demonstration in
the public sector. Since he akserves as a member of theéyGQCouncil of the City of New

Haven, he was in an especially good position tesassoutreach to the city government. One of
CAEL’s local contacts also helped tongeate interest anmg other communities.

Northeast Indiana — Manufacturing Sector
Critical support was provided by Indianafieast Development (IND), which sponsored
breakfast meetings for employers in the mantifring sector. The Fort Wayne Chamber of

Commerce also assistedthre effort to notify employers of the opportunity.

San Francisco — Health Services Sector
In San Francisco, the Jewish Vocational Servig&)dn collaboration with CAEL serves as the
lead organization for implementation. JVS’sséixg contacts with employers helped with

employer recruitment.

Development of Policies and Procedures

To move the LIiLA concept into an operationadae required a continuing effort to refine the
model and mold it to real-world condition&s mentioned earlier, CAEL worked with the

lllinois Restaurant Association and some ohitsmbers on program design. Industry input was
important in making adjustments to marketprocesses and general program design.

To help career advisors better understand peatletndiining choices for workers in the food

services sector, CAEL developacaareer overview of the restaat industry. This document
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was reviewed by several employers and emplagsociations, and later provided to career
advisors for use with participes In contrast, the northedstiana approach featured career
ladders and training for individuamployers in the manufacturing sector. This more customized
approach permitted a closer link between cardeisang and employer needs, but this approach

may not be feasible on a broader scale.

Policy and procedures were also developed torgave roles, responsilies, and relationships
of key players, including CAEL, local pext managers, career advisors, employers,

participating workers, and the bank that would hold LiLA funds.

CAEL developed documents to ensure cleaderstandings of the accounts, the account
procedures, and the mutualpessibilities of the key partiePrimary among these are the
Employee and Employer Participation LetterfA\gfeement that define specific roles and
expectations for participatn in the Demonstration.

In moving the project to northeast India@#EL built on its experience with the Chicago
project, which had begun operations approxetyasix months earlier. Some of the
administrative procedure structure could lams$planted, but other@exts needed to be
customized or developed from scratch. &ammple, both sites &blished and made good
strategic use of employer advisory committeelsuidd employer interest in and support of the
project, whereas the situationindiana required a more taéled policy and procedure manual

for the public sector employees.

Particular attention had to be focused ondéeelopment of highly dailed operating policies
and procedures affecting public sector workergjqaarly those in th€ity of Fort Wayne who
make up the majority of the participants in that project. Among the major issues faced were
enrollment; fund management; the consequeatdsopping out or insufficient participant
performance; and the tax consequences for wenatated to their reqe of matching funds.
These realities forced CAEL to consider the detaild impacts of some dfeir procedures; this
perhaps led to more efficient processeslagtter understanding of procedures among all
stakeholders. Based on interviews with pub&ctor human resource directors in northeast
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Indiana, the City of Fort Wayne’s LiLA fioy manual has been a useful tool for policy

development at their LILA employer sites.

By the time San Francisco was selected as the third demonstration site, CAEL was able to build
upon the lessons learned in Chicago and Indi&@wly minor adjustments were needed to

customize the policies and procedures to thegeéthe participating health care employers.

As the project has matured, CAEL has continuectioe LiLA policies. New policies have

been created to address a variety of progssunes that have aes over time.

Evaluation Design

Evaluation Questions
The evaluation is framed by two sets of enatilon questions: therategic goals of the
Demonstration and the operational goals. Thestjans related to the strategic goals of the

Demonstration are:

B \What are the factors that impeielividuals from pursuing lifeing learning? To what extent
do LiLAs help individuals overcome these barriers?

B Are there other factors that impede the abiityndividuals to pdicipate in the LILA
program? If so, are any of the factorated to the design of the program itself?

B Are LiLAs an effective tool for addressitige lifelong learning @eds of the targeted
population of low-income workers?

B Do employers see sufficient benefits fronLAs to warrant continued investment in the
program?

B To what extent does the financial services@este a commercial interest in maintaining the
LiLA accounts over the medium to long term?

B What are the challenges in tagiLiLAs to a national scale?
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The evaluation also considers several qoastrelated to the operational goals of the
Demonstration. These are:

B Employer collaboration. \What motivates employers to offer LiLAs to their employees?
What role do employers play in recruiting amdéelecting LILA employees? What benefits
do employers expect to receive from their finahcontributions to LILA accounts? To what
extent do employers provide other formsopport to enable employees to attend LiLA

training programs?

B /nvestment level. What level of investment is made by individuals who enroll in the
program? What do individuals consider whietiding how much money to invest in the
program? What proportion of LILA employe@sest the maximum amount? What are the
characteristics of those who invest the maxin amount? What type of information do

LiLA employees receive about their accouns?his sufficient to meet their needs?

B /ndividual Learning Plans. \WWhat motivates participants sign up for the LiLA program?
Do all enrollees develop an, as the Demonstration desigtends? Do they value this
tool, and in what ways? Whom do they congulieveloping the plan? Are they provided
adequate information, services, and advice foelbpment of the plan? What other sources
of information do they use in creating their I2P8Vhat role, if any, do their employers play
in developing the plan? What is the scopéhefassessment process for LiLA enrollees? At
what stage in the planning process are thgsessments conducted? Who is involved in
conducting the assessments? How is the infbom&rom the assessments used? Does the
ILP address the full range of skills needed @ fetention and advancement? Is the plan in
fact reflected in LiLA participantshoices of training and education?

B Program administration. \WWhat policies have been déweed to govern how LiLA funds
may be used? What costs are eligibleg@yment with LiLA funds? Are computer and
other equipment purchases allowed? Hwow/these policies communicated to program
participants? What effect do these polidiase on training? Does the enroliment and
payment process work smoothly for employeraployees, and the bank partner? What
information do employers and employees receiganding the status @fiLA accounts? Is
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this information sufficient to meet theireds? What information do employers receive
regarding the use of LiLA aoants by employees? How do employers use this information?

B Training and education. How are training providers and programs identified? Who has the
final say on what courses will be taken? Howhis quality of training programs determined?
At what rate do enrollees complete their cosigestudy? Are therany barriers to attending
and completing the training programs? Iflsow are these barriers addressed? To what
extent would employees have sought and fmiéducation and training regardless of the
LiLAs (i.e., LILAs were not the determining fawtin their decisiono pursue training and
education)? Is the frequency, intensity, arlduwance of training and education greater for
those with LiLAs and ILPs than for those with®uls there variatiom use and duration of
education and training by job category, gendaee, or other categes? How much do
employees with LILAs expend on training arduieation? How does that compare with the
amounts expended by non-LiLA employees? LIDAA participants have unexpended

balances at the conclusion of the research?

B Job skills, wages, and promotions. Do those who have hadl As, ILPs, and education
achieve higher job skills? Do they acquinese skills faster than those who do not have
LiLAs? Do they receive wagacreases and promotions at gher rate? To what extent do

they and their employers attribute occupatig@ns in whole or part to the LiLAS?

B Retention. Are employees with LiLAs more likely #m other employees to remain with the
employer who offered this benefit? Dwse who have had LiLAs see more promising
career paths for themselvesuthdo those without LILAsDo the employers share those
perceptions and expectationé&Pe those expectations borne aver the ensuing years? Are
employees with LiLAs and ILPs more likellgan those without LiLAs to see lifelong

learning as a key to future promotions and wage gains?

Information Sources
This evaluation seeks to respond to thestjoas and issues identified above through
information-collection activities designed to assprocess as well aspact. This report

focuses primarily on the operation of the LILA pragrs at each site, with particular attention to
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the manner in which LILA employees are usingittaccounts to purchase training. Some of the
documentation is qualitative in nature, derivingm such sources as key-informant telephone
interviews. This also includes review and diatibn of existing written documentation, such as
the ILP forms. A significant portion of the infoation is quantitative, including employee and
employer survey results, administrative data about LILA employees, account deposit and
withdrawal data from ShoreBank, data ocomparison group of non-LiLA employees, and
other performance data gathethtbugh wage-record matching. The longitudinal study of LiLA
employees and a comparison group of non-LiLAkayees will provide further information on

the longer-term impactsf the LiLA project.

The data frequencies are not incldde this report due to the vaty of the data and the size of

the resulting run. The frequéas can be obtained upon request.

Data Collection Methodology

The data collection plan includes thdldwing specific activites for these groufis

B Structured, initial face-to-face interviewschannual telephone surveys of LILA employers
and a comparison group of non-LiLA employers

Structured, periodic intgiews with project partners (e.g., ShoreBank)

Structured, periodic interews with career advisors

Structured, periodic interviews with CAELgect management staff at all three sites

Structured, annual telephoserveys of LILA employees and comparison groups of non-

LiLA employees at each site

B Focus groups with LILA employees and argzarison group of non-LiLA employees (during
early implementation phase only)

B Administrative document reviewf ILPs and LiLA accounts

Review and analysis of LILA and ogparison group wage record data (WRD)

* Interview and focus group protocols are included in Appendix A.
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Status of the Evaluation

As 2005 came to a close, the LIiLA project wasuihoperation at all threBemonstration sites.
The focus of the Demonstration project kaslved from developing initial policies and
procedures and recruiting employers and eyges to managing the ongoing operation of the
program and processing individual requests tarchers to purchase training. The evaluation
has also evolved, from gathering baseline dataroject participants to examining patterns of
account deposit activity and use over time.

The first interim report, written in late 2004} $lee stage for subsequent evaluation, focusing
primarily on the Chicago and Indiana sitesextimined the implementation approach used by
CAEL in Chicago and Indiana amigscribed and analyzed theachcteristics of the program
participants, including empyers, their employees, andcetbomparison group of non-LiLA
employees. However, at the time the first repa@s prepared, the SaraRcisco site was not yet
fully implemented and the first round of tBan Francisco employee telephone surveys had not
been completed. In addition, a small numbegraployees in Chicago and Indiana who were
difficult to contact had not yet completed theingys or had enrolled in the program after the

first interim report was completed.

This second interim report presents the baselata for San Francisco and uses the additional
survey response data for Chicago and Indtangdate baseline measures, including the
demographic characteristics amtbnomic status of participtn In addition, the report
incorporates a second wave of survey dat@amployers and both LiLA and non-LiLA
employees across all three sites.

This report examines the continuing implementatf the LILA demonstration as well as the
outcomes for program participants in all fandustry sectors (restaamts, manufacturing, public
sector, and health care). The process evaluakamines such subjects as the patterns of
deposits by LILA employees; the nature of couitirg interactions with career advisors; the use
of LILA accounts to purchase training; satisfawtwith participaton in the program; and

reasons for leaving the program. At this stagthe Demonstration, the outcome evaluation
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focuses on establishing baselingadi@r participants in terms of their employment and wages,
and examines the perceptions of employers réaggatte impact of the LiLA program on their

organizations.

Organization of Report

This report consists of several sections:

B Section One, this section, provides a general imlwgtion and history of the Demonstration
along with a review ofhe evaluation design.

B Section Two presents baseline data for the health care sector demonstration in San Francisco
and updates the baseline measures for the rastaector in Chiggo and the manufacturing
and public sectors in Indiana.

B Section Three focuses on the patterns of LILA depositswell as account management and
administration.

B Section Four examines how LiLA employees are mgitheir accounts to obtain career-related
education and training.

B Section Five examines the characteristics of Lilefployees who are no longer active in the
LiLA program.

B Section Six presents feedback from employensl @mployees regarding their satisfaction
with the LIiLA program, includig early evidence of the imgiaof LiLAs on the workplace.

B Section Seven summarizes the key findings of teealuation and discusses program and
policy implications.

B Appendix A includes copies of the steys, interviews, and foswgroup protocols that were
used to gather the data that wiaed in formulating this report.

B Appendix B provides the methodologicabtes and the detaibf the survey completion rates,
including specifics for study pagipants who refused to compéea telephone survey, or who

could not be reached, despite extensive efforts.
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Section Two: Cross-Sector Update of
Baseline Measures

This section of the report begins by providing updated baseline data for LiLA employers and
employees as well as the comparison group employers and employees, including demographic
and financial characteristics.

Characteristics of Participating Employers

In order to form a foundation for discussiaidindings later in this report, the basic
characteristics of the employers included ia $kudy are presented her&s noted in the

previous section, participating employers incltitese that offer LILAs as well as those in a
comparison group who do not offer LILAs. Théammation provided here compares employers
in regard to their service types, company agee, and nature of existing education and training

benefits. This section uptds the employer data provididthe first interim report.

Services

Among the LiLA and non-LiLA employershe types of serges provided varied within sectors.
Of the restaurant employers, the most comfooases are table séce, fine dining, and
catering. Among the manufacturers there is tessmonality: they produce everything from
envelopes to automobile part®f the health care orgamaitions, ranging from acute care
facilities (UCSF) to long-term carfacilities (On Lok), most prosie several services, including

reproductive health care, in-home careventive care, and sial services.

Company Age

A total of 80 companies are participatinghe LILA program. Of these, 37 provide LILA
accounts for their employees. The remainingd®@icipate as members of a comparison group
of employers that was created for evaluatiorppees. Of the 73 companies that provided a
founding year, the oldest company began in 1@8Bthe youngest three were established in

2001. The restaurant sector lthd youngest establishments, watimear majority of LILA
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employers and a majority of non-LiLA employershusiness less than 15 years. Only two of
the restaurants were over 50 years old. guitgic sector employers—all cities or towns—
tended to be well-established; only one wastleass 100 years old. e manufacturing and
health care sectors, the busises largely fell into the 16 49-year range, although these
sectors also had some older businesses. Qubeke is comparability between the employer
groups. The majority of the LILA and non-LiLémployers have been in business long enough

to be well aware of the challenges of maintagra motivated and skilled workforce.

Company Size

The size of the companies varies widely. As ragubin the first intemn report (see page 69), the
number of employees within gicipating companies (i.e., bothLA and non-LiLA comparison
group companies) ranged from 3 to 5,500. The nigjof these employer65%) had less than
110 employees; 39% had 30 employees or’léBlese data show that the LiLA program was
attractive to a broad range of compani€he emphasis on smaller companies reflects CAEL’s

focus on smaller companies witmited employee benefits.

Since completion of the first interim report, wageord data have been obtained for most of the
LiLA employers. The data obted through the wage record gystprovide a useful point of
comparison for LILA employers both within aadchong sectors. Data from the wage record
system are available for 31 of the 37 LiLA @oyers, including information about individual

wages as well as the employer’s gross payroll.

®> Only ten of the employers, primarily in the restaurant and manufacturing sectors, had unionized employees.

® Data are only available for 31 companies because, of tamplyers participating ithe study, only 37 are LiLA
employers (as opposed to comparison group employers, which are not included in the wage-record data portion of
the study). Additionally, of the 37 participating LiLA employers, four are located in California, from which state
wage record data could not be acquired. Of the remaB¥ramployers, wage record data were available for all but
two. One had no wage record data in the system, suggesting some difficulty with reporting for that company. The
other no longer had any employees patrticipating in the LiLA program and was excluded from the corporate wage
record data (WRD) search.
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Table 1: LILA Employers’ Size as Measured by Gross Payroll

Restaurants Public Sector Manufacturing Across Sectors

(N=18) (N=5) (N=9) (N=32)
Total 2004
(average) $2,370,748 $19,866,576 $15,256,030 $8,728,457
Zero (out of
business) 1 0 1 2 (6%)
Less than $1
million 6 0 2 8 (25%)
$1 million to $5
million 8 3 3 14 (44%)
$5 million to
$10 million 2 1 2 5 (16%)
More than $10
million 1 1 1 3 (9%)

Two of the LiLA employers had very large payrdhait exerted much influence on the averages.

Excluding these operations as well as the two @migs with no WRD reported for 2004, the average

2004 payroll of LILA employers in the restantapublic, and manufacturing sectors was $2,980,664.

Additionally, the data show that the restaurant@esmployers tend to be considerably smaller than

employers in the other sectors, and perhaps less finanai@éyto offer benefits to workers. All of these

measures confirm that the LILAs were attractive to a broad spectrum of employers.

Training Benefits Offered

The issue of training benefits offered priotthe Demonstration wakliscussed in the first

interim report, but did not include data for emmey in the health care sector. Table 2, below,

which incorporates data for all four sect@ispws that prior to the Demonstration most

employers (both LILA and the comparison groppvided some sort @ducation and training

benefit. Some employers offered no benefitallabthers had tuition reimbursement, and many

incorporated on-the-job training. Accordingth® employee survey, how employees qualified

for these benefits also varied; some were ondjlable to managerial staff, for instance.

Health care employees (both LiLA and the corgmar group) were less likely to report that their

employers offered training benefits than empley in the other sectors. However, LILA

employees in the restaurant and manufactumegoss were more likely than their comparison

group employees to have previously used tleeseation and training hefits. This suggests
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that the employees in these sectors who optedire LiLA program had a stronger pre-existing

interest in education artchining than did those ithe comparison groups.

Table 2: Employer-Offered Education and Training Benefits
As Reported by LiLA and Non-LiLA Employees
Baseline Measures
Restaurant Public Sector | Manufacturing | Health Care | Across Sector
Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-
LILA | LILA |LiLA | LILA | LiLA | LILA |LLA | LiLA | LILA | LiLA
(N=104) | (N=83) | (N=76)| (N=58)| (N=75) | (N=54) | (N=73)| (N=81)| (N=328) | (N=276)

Employer
offers any
education or
training

benefit 84% 90% 97% 98% | 89% 94% 69% 79% | 85% | 90%

Table 3: Awareness of Employer-Offeed Education and Training Benefits
As Reported by LiLA and Non-LiLA Employees
Baseline Measures

Restaurant | Public Sector| Manufacturing | Health Care | Across Sector
Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-

LiILA | LiLA |LiLA | LiLA | LiLA LILA | LiLA | LiLA | LiLA LiLA
(N=87) | (N=75) | (N=74)| (N=57)] (N=67) | (N=51) | (N=50)| (N=64)| (N=278) | (N=247)

On-the-job

training 21% 8% 26% 21% | 10% 12% 52% 55% | 25% | 24%

Pay for job-

related

certifications 13% 4% 8% 5% 12% 8% 20% 16% | 13% | 8%

Tuition

reimbursement

for work-

related courses| 6% 8% 24% 5% 45% 33% 26% 33% | 24% | 19%

Tuition

reimbursement

for college

courses 6% 1% 4% 4% 27% 18% 10% 20% | 11% | 10%

" A similar table was provided in the first interim report. Employees of the health care sector and other updates have
been added.

8 Only those participants who reported that their employer offered education and training benefits, were asked to
elaborate on the benefits offered.
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Table 3: Awareness of Employer-Offeed Education and Training Benefits
As Reported by LiLA and Non-LiLA Employees
Baseline Measures

Restaurant | Public Sector| Manufacturing | Health Care | Across Sector
Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-
LILA | LiILA |LILA | LiLA | LiLA | LILA |LILA | LiLA | LILA LiLA
(N=87) | (N=75) | (N=74)| (N=57)| (N=67) | (N=51) | (N=50)| (N=64)| (N=278) | (N=247)
Of those reporting benefits, percentage using any benefits

70% | 12% 39% 23% | 67% 28% 64% 63% | 60% | 31%

*Respondents were permitted to name multiple benefitssdhehe total percentagesyrexceed 100%. These data
reflect employee awareness of benefits. It is possibleethployers offer additional benefits that employees are not
aware of.

Interestingly, the extent of prior use of thésmefits among those in the health care and public
sectors is roughly equal. This may be due éortature of the recruitg and selection process
used to identify study participants. Both the lpubector and the health care sector had one
large employer that had identified a considerallmber of employees who were interested in
having LiLA accounts. Because of the limited n@mbf funded slots available, each of these
employers used a random selentprocedure to identify LiLAemployees and offered those not
selected the option of be