
Some new approaches to structuring workforce programs and diversifying funding 
sources have been initiated in Wisconsin, and those efforts should continue.

Given the direct connection between federal funding, state workforce programs, and regional workforce investment boards, any structural 
or financial changes at the national level invariably impact local service provision. For example, federal WIA allocations remain a primary 
source of workforce development funding for states and regional investment boards. Despite declining WIA funding, the Milwaukee Area 
Workforce Investment Board (MAWIB) has been able to increase its annual revenue, largely by diversifying its revenue sources. In 2011, 
revenue from WIA comprised approximately 45% of MAWIB’s $22.5 million budget, as compared to approximately 86% of the Milwaukee 
Private Industry Council’s (MAWIB’s predecessor) $11.9 million budget in 2007.8

Workforce training in Wisconsin also will be impacted by changes in state government. One such recent change was the replacement of the  
Wisconsin Department of Commerce with the public-private Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation (WEDC). Wisconsin Act 7, which 
created WEDC, streamlined the state’s lead economic development agency by shifting Commerce responsibilities that were not economic 
development-related to other departments and by replacing narrowly focused economic development programs with a more flexible Economic 
Development Fund.9 Through this shift, four workforce development-related Commerce programs that collectively had received close to  
$3 million in annual state funding no longer exist.10 WEDC still remains a player in workforce development, however, by funding economic 
development projects that have a workforce component and by coordinating with DWD to help align job needs with available training.11

As cities and regions throughout Wisconsin look for additional funding streams to support workforce development programs, one potential 
model to emerge is the Milwaukee Area Workforce Funding Alliance (MAWFA), which was established in 2009. MAWFA is a consortium of 
private and public workforce development funders and service providers in the Milwaukee area.12 The Funding Alliance’s aim is to allow local 
foundations and workforce development agencies to coordinate efforts and private sector contributions, while also improving the region’s 
standing as it competes for additional direct funding for workforce development from the federal government and national foundations. 
The MAWFA helps to coordinate the distribution of funding from private and public funders for local workforce development efforts. 
MAWIB’s Coordinating Council also plays an important role in directing the allocation of workforce development resources in Milwaukee.
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Wisconsin’s workforce development system is comprised of a broad range of employment and training services, from job 
search and placement assistance to vocational rehabilitation for individuals with disabilities. The resource map and analysis 
in this report offer policymakers and service providers a view of the system as a whole, including the variety of state and 
federal funding sources that support workforce development programs administered by the State of Wisconsin, and the  
services provided by each of those publicly funded programs. This report also can serve as a guide in ongoing efforts to  
improve the effectiveness of the state’s workforce development system.

Key findings include the following: 
	 ■	 While it appears that some consolidation of employment and training funding has occurred in recent years, Wisconsin’s  
		  workforce development system remains somewhat fragmented. 
	 ■	 Projected changes in Wisconsin’s workforce and economy may demand increased attention to workforce attraction and  
		  retention as well as enhanced emphasis on worker training and education. 
	 ■	 The vast majority of funds supporting Wisconsin’s workforce development system are from federal sources, a trend that  
		  may not bode well for the future.  
	 ■	 Some new approaches to structuring workforce programs and diversifying funding sources have been initiated in  
		  Wisconsin, and those efforts should continue.
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Chart 2: Projected annual number of job openings in Wisconsin between 2008 
and 2018, by typical education or training path
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Source: “Wisconsin Detailed Occupational Employment Projections, 2008-2018,” Office of Economic Advisors, 
Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development, August 2010.
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Endnotes
1	 Due to changes in how budget data were recorded, Badger State Industries was  
	 removed from the 2008 calculation. For consistency, several additional programs  
	 (Boys and Girls Clubs, Brighter Futures Initiative, Troops to Teachers, Work  
	 Opportunity Tax Credits, and Workforce Information Grants) were removed from the  
	 2008 figure because those programs were not included in the 2012 map. Finally,  
	 2008 budget figures for the FSET program were revised with more accurate data  
	 provided by DCF staff.
2	 This statement assumes that all federal funds provided to W-2 agencies are deemed  
	 workforce development-related. Approximately $90 million of the $150 million  
	 dedicated to W-2 in 2012 paid for client benefits. Also, the increase in federal  
	 funds used to support W-2 does not necessarily indicate an increase in federal  
	 allocations, but may instead indicate a reallocation of federal dollars from other  
	 programs, such as child care.
3	 See endnote 1.
4	 Executive Office of the President, 9/15/2011 Memorandum:  
	 www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/memoranda/2011/m11-34.pdf
5	 These figures are adjusted for inflation and represent budget totals for all six  
	 programs included in Charts 4 and 5.
6	 Adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index inflation calculator. These  
	 five programs, along with W-2 and the Transitional Jobs Demonstration Project,  

	
	 represent the largest federal investments in Wisconsin’s workforce development  
	 system. W-2, the largest individual program, was separated due to its shorter  
	 funding history, and the Transitional Jobs Demonstration Project was not included  
	 because it was a temporary program entirely funded by ARRA.
7	 Adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index inflation calculator. The  
	 dollar amounts reflected are for “W-2 agency contracts,” which include cash  
	 payments to participants in subsidized employment, local administrative costs,  
	 and the costs of training and employment services.
8	 Data provided by the Milwaukee Area Workforce Investment Board (MAWIB); this  
	 assumes that virtually all of the PIC’s DWD funding came from WIA, an assumption  
	 that cannot be verified but one that is considered accurate based on our  
	 understanding of PIC revenue streams.
9	 WEDC Strategic Plan: wedc.org/docs/wedc-strategic-plan.pdf
10	 The four eliminated programs were Customized Labor Training, Business Employees’  
	 Skills Training, Rural Business Employees’ Skills Training, and Minority Business  
	 Employees’ Skills Training.
11	WEDC 2011-2012 Operations Plan:  
	 wedc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Operations-plan-Summary.pdf
12	Milwaukee Area Workforce Funding Alliance:  
	 www.milwaukeewfa.org/Pages/default.aspx
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Chart 1: Working age population projections, 2000-2035
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Chart 5: Federal TANF funding allocated to Wisconsin’s W-2  
program in real dollars, 2000-20127
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An important question for Wisconsin 
policymakers is whether the current  
array of workforce development  
programs and services is appropriately 
calibrated to meet the state’s evolving 
workforce needs, particularly in the 
areas of skills training and education.  
A related question is whether existing 
programs serving overlapping  
populations are doing so effectively.

The vast majority of funds supporting Wisconsin’s workforce development system 
are from federal sources, a trend that may not bode well for the future.

The federal government provides 92% of the funding that supports Wisconsin’s workforce development system, an increase from 88% in 
2008.3 This increase is largely attributable to the lingering national recession, which expanded enrollment for Wisconsin’s W-2 program 
and brought about a federal stimulus package that included additional support for workforce development programs. Wisconsin’s acute 
dependence on federal support may not be sustainable or desirable because of the many restrictions typically attached to federal funds 
and because of the intense fiscal pressures facing the federal government, which place all federal discretionary funding at budgetary risk.  
Also, we have found previously that Wisconsin depends more on federal workforce funding than many other states.

The recent recession has had significant impacts on the workforce services funded by the federal government. In response to the increase 
in demand for services, ARRA provided federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA) and other programs with additional resources. The funds 
were distributed to states and, subsequently, to regional investment boards. Nearly all ARRA funding will be spent, however, by the end  
of fiscal year 2013.4

With an approaching presidential election and a national unemployment rate remaining near 8%, workforce development policy continues 
to receive considerable attention from elected officials. Budget proposals currently under consideration on Capitol Hill include substantial 
reductions in discretionary spending—of which WIA and many other workforce development programs are a part. The debate over the 
2013 federal budget inevitably will alter the resources allocated to workforce development in Wisconsin.

Although ARRA funds have represented a significant reinvestment in workforce development by the federal government over the past 
several years, and despite a recent surge in federal spending on Wisconsin’s W-2 program, the overall budgets for the six largest workforce  
development programs in Wisconsin have declined dramatically over the longer term, from a collective total of approximately $430  
million in 2000 to $299 million in 2012 (Chart 4).5 Excluding W-2, which was created in 1997, federal spending for those programs has 
been reduced by approximately 47% since 1985. As shown in Chart 5, even W-2 spending, which increased in the wake of the recession,  
is down considerably from 2000.

Given the fact that W-2 spending now comprises more than 
35% of total workforce development spending in Wisconsin, 
state policymakers may wish to re-evaluate the design and 
specifics of the 15-year-old W-2 program to ensure they are 
in concert with the state’s overriding workforce development 
objectives and needs. While TANF funds are restrictive in 
terms of the population they serve, the state does have  
considerable latitude in determining how to structure  
workforce training programs and requirements for W-2 
recipients. Renewed efforts to align the W-2 program with 
other workforce development objectives currently under  
discussion – such as strategies for specific employment 
clusters and programs designed to bridge the skills gap for 
residents of Milwaukee’s central city – may be appropriate.
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Chart 3: Origins of workforce  
development funding in Wisconsin

Total funding: $406,785,894

While it appears that some consolidation of employment and training funding has 
occurred in recent years, Wisconsin’s workforce development system remains  
somewhat fragmented.

The resource map on the reverse side of this report identifies $407 million in state and federal dollars that will be spent in fiscal year 2012 
to address the employment and training needs of Wisconsin’s workforce. The map also cites the number of participants served by each 
funding source, though those numbers understate the full universe of individuals who are touched by the state’s workforce programming.

Since we last looked at workforce development funding in Wisconsin in 2008, this funding has become more concentrated in two state 
departments: the Department of Workforce Development (DWD) and the Department of Children and Families (DCF). In 2008, DWD and  
DCF collectively administered approximately 74% of all workforce development funding in Wisconsin, while in 2012 that figure rose to 
more than 83%.1 This increased concentration is largely due to additional federal funding provided to programs in both departments from 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009, as well as a substantial rise in the amount of federal funding used to  
support Wisconsin’s W-2 program, which is administered by DCF. Indeed, DCF currently manages the largest workforce development budget 
of any state department, despite DWD’s exclusive focus on workforce development and the fact that DWD administers the greatest number 
of workforce development programs.2

Overall, nine state departments currently offer 36 programs that provide employment and training services in Wisconsin. While many of 
those programs provide distinct services that target specific populations, state policymakers should consider whether the current structure 
is the most effective and efficient way to organize these services.

Table 1: Workforce development funding by state department

Projected changes in Wisconsin’s workforce and economy may demand increased 
attention to workforce attraction and retention as well as enhanced emphasis on 
worker training and education.

Despite today’s high levels of unemployment, over the next 20 
years Wisconsin must address a projected decline in the size of 
its workforce while also ensuring that workers have the training  
required for jobs that are expected to become available. The 
number of participants in Wisconsin’s labor force is projected 
to plateau and decline slightly in the coming years as the baby 
boom generation retires. According to the Wisconsin Department 
of Administration, the working age population in the state (ages 
18-64) is expected to peak in 2020 at 3.75 million and remain 
below that figure in 2035.

At the same time, Wisconsin workers must be appropriately 
prepared for the jobs that open up in the coming years. Chart 2 
shows that of the 78,570 projected annual job openings between 
2008 and 2018, approximately 60% will require some form of “training” while 37% will require a formal degree. These projections  
represent a significant shift from state projections for the 2006-2016 period, which were created before the national recession.  
In the previous projections, Wisconsin was expected to have 96,460 annual job openings of which only 22% would require a degree.Fu
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Department of Children and Families 6 $180,879,729 44.5%
Department of Workforce Development 11 $158,771,210 39.0%
Department of Health Services 4 $24,502,026 6.0%
Wisconsin Technical College System 4 $23,837,484 5.9%
Department of Public Instruction 1 $9,484,005 2.3%
Department of Corrections 5 $3,789,228 0.9%
Department of Veterans Affairs 3 $3,505,400 0.9%
Department of Administration 1 $1,016,812 0.2%
Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation 1 $1,000,000 0.2%
Total 36 $406,785,894
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Chart 2: Projected annual number of job openings in Wisconsin between 2008 
and 2018, by typical education or training path
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Endnotes
1	 Due to changes in how budget data were recorded, Badger State Industries was  
	 removed from the 2008 calculation. For consistency, several additional programs  
	 (Boys and Girls Clubs, Brighter Futures Initiative, Troops to Teachers, Work  
	 Opportunity Tax Credits, and Workforce Information Grants) were removed from the  
	 2008 figure because those programs were not included in the 2012 map. Finally,  
	 2008 budget figures for the FSET program were revised with more accurate data  
	 provided by DCF staff.
2	 This statement assumes that all federal funds provided to W-2 agencies are deemed  
	 workforce development-related. Approximately $90 million of the $150 million  
	 dedicated to W-2 in 2012 paid for client benefits. Also, the increase in federal  
	 funds used to support W-2 does not necessarily indicate an increase in federal  
	 allocations, but may instead indicate a reallocation of federal dollars from other  
	 programs, such as child care.
3	 See endnote 1.
4	 Executive Office of the President, 9/15/2011 Memorandum:  
	 www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/memoranda/2011/m11-34.pdf
5	 These figures are adjusted for inflation and represent budget totals for all six  
	 programs included in Charts 4 and 5.
6	 Adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index inflation calculator. These  
	 five programs, along with W-2 and the Transitional Jobs Demonstration Project,  

	
	 represent the largest federal investments in Wisconsin’s workforce development  
	 system. W-2, the largest individual program, was separated due to its shorter  
	 funding history, and the Transitional Jobs Demonstration Project was not included  
	 because it was a temporary program entirely funded by ARRA.
7	 Adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index inflation calculator. The  
	 dollar amounts reflected are for “W-2 agency contracts,” which include cash  
	 payments to participants in subsidized employment, local administrative costs,  
	 and the costs of training and employment services.
8	 Data provided by the Milwaukee Area Workforce Investment Board (MAWIB); this  
	 assumes that virtually all of the PIC’s DWD funding came from WIA, an assumption  
	 that cannot be verified but one that is considered accurate based on our  
	 understanding of PIC revenue streams.
9	 WEDC Strategic Plan: wedc.org/docs/wedc-strategic-plan.pdf
10	 The four eliminated programs were Customized Labor Training, Business Employees’  
	 Skills Training, Rural Business Employees’ Skills Training, and Minority Business  
	 Employees’ Skills Training.
11	WEDC 2011-2012 Operations Plan:  
	 wedc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Operations-plan-Summary.pdf
12	Milwaukee Area Workforce Funding Alliance:  
	 www.milwaukeewfa.org/Pages/default.aspx
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Chart 5: Federal TANF funding allocated to Wisconsin’s W-2  
program in real dollars, 2000-20127
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policymakers is whether the current  
array of workforce development  
programs and services is appropriately 
calibrated to meet the state’s evolving 
workforce needs, particularly in the 
areas of skills training and education.  
A related question is whether existing 
programs serving overlapping  
populations are doing so effectively.

The vast majority of funds supporting Wisconsin’s workforce development system 
are from federal sources, a trend that may not bode well for the future.

The federal government provides 92% of the funding that supports Wisconsin’s workforce development system, an increase from 88% in 
2008.3 This increase is largely attributable to the lingering national recession, which expanded enrollment for Wisconsin’s W-2 program 
and brought about a federal stimulus package that included additional support for workforce development programs. Wisconsin’s acute 
dependence on federal support may not be sustainable or desirable because of the many restrictions typically attached to federal funds 
and because of the intense fiscal pressures facing the federal government, which place all federal discretionary funding at budgetary risk.  
Also, we have found previously that Wisconsin depends more on federal workforce funding than many other states.

The recent recession has had significant impacts on the workforce services funded by the federal government. In response to the increase 
in demand for services, ARRA provided federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA) and other programs with additional resources. The funds 
were distributed to states and, subsequently, to regional investment boards. Nearly all ARRA funding will be spent, however, by the end  
of fiscal year 2013.4

With an approaching presidential election and a national unemployment rate remaining near 8%, workforce development policy continues 
to receive considerable attention from elected officials. Budget proposals currently under consideration on Capitol Hill include substantial 
reductions in discretionary spending—of which WIA and many other workforce development programs are a part. The debate over the 
2013 federal budget inevitably will alter the resources allocated to workforce development in Wisconsin.

Although ARRA funds have represented a significant reinvestment in workforce development by the federal government over the past 
several years, and despite a recent surge in federal spending on Wisconsin’s W-2 program, the overall budgets for the six largest workforce  
development programs in Wisconsin have declined dramatically over the longer term, from a collective total of approximately $430  
million in 2000 to $299 million in 2012 (Chart 4).5 Excluding W-2, which was created in 1997, federal spending for those programs has 
been reduced by approximately 47% since 1985. As shown in Chart 5, even W-2 spending, which increased in the wake of the recession,  
is down considerably from 2000.

Given the fact that W-2 spending now comprises more than 
35% of total workforce development spending in Wisconsin, 
state policymakers may wish to re-evaluate the design and 
specifics of the 15-year-old W-2 program to ensure they are 
in concert with the state’s overriding workforce development 
objectives and needs. While TANF funds are restrictive in 
terms of the population they serve, the state does have  
considerable latitude in determining how to structure  
workforce training programs and requirements for W-2 
recipients. Renewed efforts to align the W-2 program with 
other workforce development objectives currently under  
discussion – such as strategies for specific employment 
clusters and programs designed to bridge the skills gap for 
residents of Milwaukee’s central city – may be appropriate.
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in this report offer policymakers and service providers a view of the system as a whole, including the variety of state and 
federal funding sources that support workforce development programs administered by the State of Wisconsin, and the  
services provided by each of those publicly funded programs. This report also can serve as a guide in ongoing efforts to  
improve the effectiveness of the state’s workforce development system.

Key findings include the following: 
	 ■	 While it appears that some consolidation of employment and training funding has occurred in recent years, Wisconsin’s  
		  workforce development system remains somewhat fragmented. 
	 ■	 Projected changes in Wisconsin’s workforce and economy may demand increased attention to workforce attraction and  
		  retention as well as enhanced emphasis on worker training and education. 
	 ■	 The vast majority of funds supporting Wisconsin’s workforce development system are from federal sources, a trend that  
		  may not bode well for the future.  
	 ■	 Some new approaches to structuring workforce programs and diversifying funding sources have been initiated in  
		  Wisconsin, and those efforts should continue.
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Chart 2: Projected annual number of job openings in Wisconsin between 2008 
and 2018, by typical education or training path
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Endnotes
1	 Due to changes in how budget data were recorded, Badger State Industries was  
	 removed from the 2008 calculation. For consistency, several additional programs  
	 (Boys and Girls Clubs, Brighter Futures Initiative, Troops to Teachers, Work  
	 Opportunity Tax Credits, and Workforce Information Grants) were removed from the  
	 2008 figure because those programs were not included in the 2012 map. Finally,  
	 2008 budget figures for the FSET program were revised with more accurate data  
	 provided by DCF staff.
2	 This statement assumes that all federal funds provided to W-2 agencies are deemed  
	 workforce development-related. Approximately $90 million of the $150 million  
	 dedicated to W-2 in 2012 paid for client benefits. Also, the increase in federal  
	 funds used to support W-2 does not necessarily indicate an increase in federal  
	 allocations, but may instead indicate a reallocation of federal dollars from other  
	 programs, such as child care.
3	 See endnote 1.
4	 Executive Office of the President, 9/15/2011 Memorandum:  
	 www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/memoranda/2011/m11-34.pdf
5	 These figures are adjusted for inflation and represent budget totals for all six  
	 programs included in Charts 4 and 5.
6	 Adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index inflation calculator. These  
	 five programs, along with W-2 and the Transitional Jobs Demonstration Project,  

	
	 represent the largest federal investments in Wisconsin’s workforce development  
	 system. W-2, the largest individual program, was separated due to its shorter  
	 funding history, and the Transitional Jobs Demonstration Project was not included  
	 because it was a temporary program entirely funded by ARRA.
7	 Adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index inflation calculator. The  
	 dollar amounts reflected are for “W-2 agency contracts,” which include cash  
	 payments to participants in subsidized employment, local administrative costs,  
	 and the costs of training and employment services.
8	 Data provided by the Milwaukee Area Workforce Investment Board (MAWIB); this  
	 assumes that virtually all of the PIC’s DWD funding came from WIA, an assumption  
	 that cannot be verified but one that is considered accurate based on our  
	 understanding of PIC revenue streams.
9	 WEDC Strategic Plan: wedc.org/docs/wedc-strategic-plan.pdf
10	 The four eliminated programs were Customized Labor Training, Business Employees’  
	 Skills Training, Rural Business Employees’ Skills Training, and Minority Business  
	 Employees’ Skills Training.
11	WEDC 2011-2012 Operations Plan:  
	 wedc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Operations-plan-Summary.pdf
12	Milwaukee Area Workforce Funding Alliance:  
	 www.milwaukeewfa.org/Pages/default.aspx
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Chart 1: Working age population projections, 2000-2035
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Chart 5: Federal TANF funding allocated to Wisconsin’s W-2  
program in real dollars, 2000-20127

$300,000,000

$225,000,000

$150,000,000

$75,000,000

$0
	 2000	 2005	 2008	 2012
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An important question for Wisconsin 
policymakers is whether the current  
array of workforce development  
programs and services is appropriately 
calibrated to meet the state’s evolving 
workforce needs, particularly in the 
areas of skills training and education.  
A related question is whether existing 
programs serving overlapping  
populations are doing so effectively.

The vast majority of funds supporting Wisconsin’s workforce development system 
are from federal sources, a trend that may not bode well for the future.

The federal government provides 92% of the funding that supports Wisconsin’s workforce development system, an increase from 88% in 
2008.3 This increase is largely attributable to the lingering national recession, which expanded enrollment for Wisconsin’s W-2 program 
and brought about a federal stimulus package that included additional support for workforce development programs. Wisconsin’s acute 
dependence on federal support may not be sustainable or desirable because of the many restrictions typically attached to federal funds 
and because of the intense fiscal pressures facing the federal government, which place all federal discretionary funding at budgetary risk.  
Also, we have found previously that Wisconsin depends more on federal workforce funding than many other states.

The recent recession has had significant impacts on the workforce services funded by the federal government. In response to the increase 
in demand for services, ARRA provided federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA) and other programs with additional resources. The funds 
were distributed to states and, subsequently, to regional investment boards. Nearly all ARRA funding will be spent, however, by the end  
of fiscal year 2013.4

With an approaching presidential election and a national unemployment rate remaining near 8%, workforce development policy continues 
to receive considerable attention from elected officials. Budget proposals currently under consideration on Capitol Hill include substantial 
reductions in discretionary spending—of which WIA and many other workforce development programs are a part. The debate over the 
2013 federal budget inevitably will alter the resources allocated to workforce development in Wisconsin.

Although ARRA funds have represented a significant reinvestment in workforce development by the federal government over the past 
several years, and despite a recent surge in federal spending on Wisconsin’s W-2 program, the overall budgets for the six largest workforce  
development programs in Wisconsin have declined dramatically over the longer term, from a collective total of approximately $430  
million in 2000 to $299 million in 2012 (Chart 4).5 Excluding W-2, which was created in 1997, federal spending for those programs has 
been reduced by approximately 47% since 1985. As shown in Chart 5, even W-2 spending, which increased in the wake of the recession,  
is down considerably from 2000.

Given the fact that W-2 spending now comprises more than 
35% of total workforce development spending in Wisconsin, 
state policymakers may wish to re-evaluate the design and 
specifics of the 15-year-old W-2 program to ensure they are 
in concert with the state’s overriding workforce development 
objectives and needs. While TANF funds are restrictive in 
terms of the population they serve, the state does have  
considerable latitude in determining how to structure  
workforce training programs and requirements for W-2 
recipients. Renewed efforts to align the W-2 program with 
other workforce development objectives currently under  
discussion – such as strategies for specific employment 
clusters and programs designed to bridge the skills gap for 
residents of Milwaukee’s central city – may be appropriate.

Federal: 92%

State: 
8%

Chart 3: Origins of workforce  
development funding in Wisconsin

Total funding: $406,785,894

While it appears that some consolidation of employment and training funding has 
occurred in recent years, Wisconsin’s workforce development system remains  
somewhat fragmented.

The resource map on the reverse side of this report identifies $407 million in state and federal dollars that will be spent in fiscal year 2012 
to address the employment and training needs of Wisconsin’s workforce. The map also cites the number of participants served by each 
funding source, though those numbers understate the full universe of individuals who are touched by the state’s workforce programming.

Since we last looked at workforce development funding in Wisconsin in 2008, this funding has become more concentrated in two state 
departments: the Department of Workforce Development (DWD) and the Department of Children and Families (DCF). In 2008, DWD and  
DCF collectively administered approximately 74% of all workforce development funding in Wisconsin, while in 2012 that figure rose to 
more than 83%.1 This increased concentration is largely due to additional federal funding provided to programs in both departments from 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009, as well as a substantial rise in the amount of federal funding used to  
support Wisconsin’s W-2 program, which is administered by DCF. Indeed, DCF currently manages the largest workforce development budget 
of any state department, despite DWD’s exclusive focus on workforce development and the fact that DWD administers the greatest number 
of workforce development programs.2

Overall, nine state departments currently offer 36 programs that provide employment and training services in Wisconsin. While many of 
those programs provide distinct services that target specific populations, state policymakers should consider whether the current structure 
is the most effective and efficient way to organize these services.

Table 1: Workforce development funding by state department

Projected changes in Wisconsin’s workforce and economy may demand increased 
attention to workforce attraction and retention as well as enhanced emphasis on 
worker training and education.

Despite today’s high levels of unemployment, over the next 20 
years Wisconsin must address a projected decline in the size of 
its workforce while also ensuring that workers have the training  
required for jobs that are expected to become available. The 
number of participants in Wisconsin’s labor force is projected 
to plateau and decline slightly in the coming years as the baby 
boom generation retires. According to the Wisconsin Department 
of Administration, the working age population in the state (ages 
18-64) is expected to peak in 2020 at 3.75 million and remain 
below that figure in 2035.

At the same time, Wisconsin workers must be appropriately 
prepared for the jobs that open up in the coming years. Chart 2 
shows that of the 78,570 projected annual job openings between 
2008 and 2018, approximately 60% will require some form of “training” while 37% will require a formal degree. These projections  
represent a significant shift from state projections for the 2006-2016 period, which were created before the national recession.  
In the previous projections, Wisconsin was expected to have 96,460 annual job openings of which only 22% would require a degree.Fu
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Number of  
programs

Total funding for  
Fiscal Year 2012

% of  
total funding

Department of Children and Families 6 $180,879,729 44.5%
Department of Workforce Development 11 $158,771,210 39.0%
Department of Health Services 4 $24,502,026 6.0%
Wisconsin Technical College System 4 $23,837,484 5.9%
Department of Public Instruction 1 $9,484,005 2.3%
Department of Corrections 5 $3,789,228 0.9%
Department of Veterans Affairs 3 $3,505,400 0.9%
Department of Administration 1 $1,016,812 0.2%
Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation 1 $1,000,000 0.2%
Total 36 $406,785,894



Some new approaches to structuring workforce programs and diversifying funding 
sources have been initiated in Wisconsin, and those efforts should continue.

Given the direct connection between federal funding, state workforce programs, and regional workforce investment boards, any structural 
or financial changes at the national level invariably impact local service provision. For example, federal WIA allocations remain a primary 
source of workforce development funding for states and regional investment boards. Despite declining WIA funding, the Milwaukee Area 
Workforce Investment Board (MAWIB) has been able to increase its annual revenue, largely by diversifying its revenue sources. In 2011, 
revenue from WIA comprised approximately 45% of MAWIB’s $22.5 million budget, as compared to approximately 86% of the Milwaukee 
Private Industry Council’s (MAWIB’s predecessor) $11.9 million budget in 2007.8

Workforce training in Wisconsin also will be impacted by changes in state government. One such recent change was the replacement of the  
Wisconsin Department of Commerce with the public-private Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation (WEDC). Wisconsin Act 7, which 
created WEDC, streamlined the state’s lead economic development agency by shifting Commerce responsibilities that were not economic 
development-related to other departments and by replacing narrowly focused economic development programs with a more flexible Economic 
Development Fund.9 Through this shift, four workforce development-related Commerce programs that collectively had received close to  
$3 million in annual state funding no longer exist.10 WEDC still remains a player in workforce development, however, by funding economic 
development projects that have a workforce component and by coordinating with DWD to help align job needs with available training.11

As cities and regions throughout Wisconsin look for additional funding streams to support workforce development programs, one potential 
model to emerge is the Milwaukee Area Workforce Funding Alliance (MAWFA), which was established in 2009. MAWFA is a consortium of 
private and public workforce development funders and service providers in the Milwaukee area.12 The Funding Alliance’s aim is to allow local 
foundations and workforce development agencies to coordinate efforts and private sector contributions, while also improving the region’s 
standing as it competes for additional direct funding for workforce development from the federal government and national foundations. 
The MAWFA helps to coordinate the distribution of funding from private and public funders for local workforce development efforts. 
MAWIB’s Coordinating Council also plays an important role in directing the allocation of workforce development resources in Milwaukee.
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Wisconsin’s workforce development system is comprised of a broad range of employment and training services, from job 
search and placement assistance to vocational rehabilitation for individuals with disabilities. The resource map and analysis 
in this report offer policymakers and service providers a view of the system as a whole, including the variety of state and 
federal funding sources that support workforce development programs administered by the State of Wisconsin, and the  
services provided by each of those publicly funded programs. This report also can serve as a guide in ongoing efforts to  
improve the effectiveness of the state’s workforce development system.
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Chart 2: Projected annual number of job openings in Wisconsin between 2008 
and 2018, by typical education or training path
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Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development, August 2010.
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Endnotes
1	 Due to changes in how budget data were recorded, Badger State Industries was  
	 removed from the 2008 calculation. For consistency, several additional programs  
	 (Boys and Girls Clubs, Brighter Futures Initiative, Troops to Teachers, Work  
	 Opportunity Tax Credits, and Workforce Information Grants) were removed from the  
	 2008 figure because those programs were not included in the 2012 map. Finally,  
	 2008 budget figures for the FSET program were revised with more accurate data  
	 provided by DCF staff.
2	 This statement assumes that all federal funds provided to W-2 agencies are deemed  
	 workforce development-related. Approximately $90 million of the $150 million  
	 dedicated to W-2 in 2012 paid for client benefits. Also, the increase in federal  
	 funds used to support W-2 does not necessarily indicate an increase in federal  
	 allocations, but may instead indicate a reallocation of federal dollars from other  
	 programs, such as child care.
3	 See endnote 1.
4	 Executive Office of the President, 9/15/2011 Memorandum:  
	 www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/memoranda/2011/m11-34.pdf
5	 These figures are adjusted for inflation and represent budget totals for all six  
	 programs included in Charts 4 and 5.
6	 Adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index inflation calculator. These  
	 five programs, along with W-2 and the Transitional Jobs Demonstration Project,  

	
	 represent the largest federal investments in Wisconsin’s workforce development  
	 system. W-2, the largest individual program, was separated due to its shorter  
	 funding history, and the Transitional Jobs Demonstration Project was not included  
	 because it was a temporary program entirely funded by ARRA.
7	 Adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index inflation calculator. The  
	 dollar amounts reflected are for “W-2 agency contracts,” which include cash  
	 payments to participants in subsidized employment, local administrative costs,  
	 and the costs of training and employment services.
8	 Data provided by the Milwaukee Area Workforce Investment Board (MAWIB); this  
	 assumes that virtually all of the PIC’s DWD funding came from WIA, an assumption  
	 that cannot be verified but one that is considered accurate based on our  
	 understanding of PIC revenue streams.
9	 WEDC Strategic Plan: wedc.org/docs/wedc-strategic-plan.pdf
10	 The four eliminated programs were Customized Labor Training, Business Employees’  
	 Skills Training, Rural Business Employees’ Skills Training, and Minority Business  
	 Employees’ Skills Training.
11	WEDC 2011-2012 Operations Plan:  
	 wedc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Operations-plan-Summary.pdf
12	Milwaukee Area Workforce Funding Alliance:  
	 www.milwaukeewfa.org/Pages/default.aspx
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Chart 5: Federal TANF funding allocated to Wisconsin’s W-2  
program in real dollars, 2000-20127
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An important question for Wisconsin 
policymakers is whether the current  
array of workforce development  
programs and services is appropriately 
calibrated to meet the state’s evolving 
workforce needs, particularly in the 
areas of skills training and education.  
A related question is whether existing 
programs serving overlapping  
populations are doing so effectively.

The vast majority of funds supporting Wisconsin’s workforce development system 
are from federal sources, a trend that may not bode well for the future.

The federal government provides 92% of the funding that supports Wisconsin’s workforce development system, an increase from 88% in 
2008.3 This increase is largely attributable to the lingering national recession, which expanded enrollment for Wisconsin’s W-2 program 
and brought about a federal stimulus package that included additional support for workforce development programs. Wisconsin’s acute 
dependence on federal support may not be sustainable or desirable because of the many restrictions typically attached to federal funds 
and because of the intense fiscal pressures facing the federal government, which place all federal discretionary funding at budgetary risk.  
Also, we have found previously that Wisconsin depends more on federal workforce funding than many other states.

The recent recession has had significant impacts on the workforce services funded by the federal government. In response to the increase 
in demand for services, ARRA provided federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA) and other programs with additional resources. The funds 
were distributed to states and, subsequently, to regional investment boards. Nearly all ARRA funding will be spent, however, by the end  
of fiscal year 2013.4

With an approaching presidential election and a national unemployment rate remaining near 8%, workforce development policy continues 
to receive considerable attention from elected officials. Budget proposals currently under consideration on Capitol Hill include substantial 
reductions in discretionary spending—of which WIA and many other workforce development programs are a part. The debate over the 
2013 federal budget inevitably will alter the resources allocated to workforce development in Wisconsin.

Although ARRA funds have represented a significant reinvestment in workforce development by the federal government over the past 
several years, and despite a recent surge in federal spending on Wisconsin’s W-2 program, the overall budgets for the six largest workforce  
development programs in Wisconsin have declined dramatically over the longer term, from a collective total of approximately $430  
million in 2000 to $299 million in 2012 (Chart 4).5 Excluding W-2, which was created in 1997, federal spending for those programs has 
been reduced by approximately 47% since 1985. As shown in Chart 5, even W-2 spending, which increased in the wake of the recession,  
is down considerably from 2000.

Given the fact that W-2 spending now comprises more than 
35% of total workforce development spending in Wisconsin, 
state policymakers may wish to re-evaluate the design and 
specifics of the 15-year-old W-2 program to ensure they are 
in concert with the state’s overriding workforce development 
objectives and needs. While TANF funds are restrictive in 
terms of the population they serve, the state does have  
considerable latitude in determining how to structure  
workforce training programs and requirements for W-2 
recipients. Renewed efforts to align the W-2 program with 
other workforce development objectives currently under  
discussion – such as strategies for specific employment 
clusters and programs designed to bridge the skills gap for 
residents of Milwaukee’s central city – may be appropriate.
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While it appears that some consolidation of employment and training funding has 
occurred in recent years, Wisconsin’s workforce development system remains  
somewhat fragmented.

The resource map on the reverse side of this report identifies $407 million in state and federal dollars that will be spent in fiscal year 2012 
to address the employment and training needs of Wisconsin’s workforce. The map also cites the number of participants served by each 
funding source, though those numbers understate the full universe of individuals who are touched by the state’s workforce programming.

Since we last looked at workforce development funding in Wisconsin in 2008, this funding has become more concentrated in two state 
departments: the Department of Workforce Development (DWD) and the Department of Children and Families (DCF). In 2008, DWD and  
DCF collectively administered approximately 74% of all workforce development funding in Wisconsin, while in 2012 that figure rose to 
more than 83%.1 This increased concentration is largely due to additional federal funding provided to programs in both departments from 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009, as well as a substantial rise in the amount of federal funding used to  
support Wisconsin’s W-2 program, which is administered by DCF. Indeed, DCF currently manages the largest workforce development budget 
of any state department, despite DWD’s exclusive focus on workforce development and the fact that DWD administers the greatest number 
of workforce development programs.2

Overall, nine state departments currently offer 36 programs that provide employment and training services in Wisconsin. While many of 
those programs provide distinct services that target specific populations, state policymakers should consider whether the current structure 
is the most effective and efficient way to organize these services.

Table 1: Workforce development funding by state department

Projected changes in Wisconsin’s workforce and economy may demand increased 
attention to workforce attraction and retention as well as enhanced emphasis on 
worker training and education.

Despite today’s high levels of unemployment, over the next 20 
years Wisconsin must address a projected decline in the size of 
its workforce while also ensuring that workers have the training  
required for jobs that are expected to become available. The 
number of participants in Wisconsin’s labor force is projected 
to plateau and decline slightly in the coming years as the baby 
boom generation retires. According to the Wisconsin Department 
of Administration, the working age population in the state (ages 
18-64) is expected to peak in 2020 at 3.75 million and remain 
below that figure in 2035.

At the same time, Wisconsin workers must be appropriately 
prepared for the jobs that open up in the coming years. Chart 2 
shows that of the 78,570 projected annual job openings between 
2008 and 2018, approximately 60% will require some form of “training” while 37% will require a formal degree. These projections  
represent a significant shift from state projections for the 2006-2016 period, which were created before the national recession.  
In the previous projections, Wisconsin was expected to have 96,460 annual job openings of which only 22% would require a degree.Fu
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Department of Children and Families 6 $180,879,729 44.5%
Department of Workforce Development 11 $158,771,210 39.0%
Department of Health Services 4 $24,502,026 6.0%
Wisconsin Technical College System 4 $23,837,484 5.9%
Department of Public Instruction 1 $9,484,005 2.3%
Department of Corrections 5 $3,789,228 0.9%
Department of Veterans Affairs 3 $3,505,400 0.9%
Department of Administration 1 $1,016,812 0.2%
Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation 1 $1,000,000 0.2%
Total 36 $406,785,894



A Summary of Workforce Development Programs in Wisconsin

Federal 
Agency U.S. Department of Labor

U.S.  
Department 
of Education

U.S.  
Department 
of Transpor-
tation U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

U.S.  
Department 
of Agriculture

Corporation 
for National 
and  
Community 
Service U.S. Department of Labor

U.S.  
Department 
of Veterans 
Affairs U.S. Department of Education

| | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

State Agency Department of Workforce Development

In partnership 
with the Wisconsin 
Department of 
Transportation Department of Children and Families Department of Health Services

Department 
of Admin-
istration Department of Veterans Affairs Department of Corrections

Department 
of Public  
Instruction Wisconsin Technical College System

Wisconsin 
Economic 
Development 
Corporation

| | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
Program name Workforce  

Investment  
Act (WIA)

Trade Adjustment  
Assistance (TAA)

Wagner-Peyser 
Labor Exchange

Veterans  
Employment 
and Training 
Programs

Registered  
Apprenticeship

Reemployment 
Services (RES)

Reemployment  
& Eligibility  
Assessments 
(REA)

Disability  
Employment  
Initiative (DEI)

Vocational  
Rehabilitation 
Act

Youth  
Apprenticeship

Wisconsin 
Employment 
Transportation  
Assistance  
Program

Wisconsin Works 
(W-2)

Transitional Jobs  
Demonstration 
Project

Community 
Services  
Block Grant

Refugee  
Employment  
and Training

Children First 
Program

T.E.A.C.H. and 
R.E.W.A.R.D

Wisconsin  
Pathways to  
Independence 8

FoodShare 
Employment and 
Training (FSET) 9

AmeriCorps 10 Wisconsin Senior  
Employment  
Program (WISE)

Wisconsin  
Fresh Start

Veterans  
Assistance  
Program

Retraining Grant Veterans  
Education (VetEd) 
Reimbursement  
Grant

Community  
Corrections 
Employment 
Program

Badger State 
Industries 

Windows to Work Adult Basic  
Education/ 
High School 
Equivalency/ 
General Education 
Development

Career  
and Technical 
Education

Carl Perkins  
Vocational  
and Technical 
Education

Carl Perkins  
Vocational  
and Technical 
Education 12

Adult Education  
& Family Literacy

Workforce 
Advancement 
Training Grants

General Purpose  
Revenue Grants 13

Workforce  
Training Grants

Federal funding 1

 State funding 2

Total funding

$41,706,590

$0

$41,706,590

$19,319,306

$0

$19,319,306

$12,716,632

$0

$12,716,632

$2,970,000

$0

$2,970,000

$2,500,000

$0

$2,500,000

$2,406,490

$0

$2,406,490

$1,015,150

$0

$1,015,150

$833,333

$0

$833,333

$55,648,289

$15,061,088

$70,709,377

$0

$1,389,210 4

$1,389,210

$2,407,722 5

$797,400

$3,205,122

$150,090,500 6

$0

$150,090,500

$16,328,305 7

$0

$16,328,305

$8,203,350

$0

$8,203,350

$1,144,574

$0

$1,144,574

$1,138,000

$0

$1,138,000

$3,975,000

$0

$3,975,000

$2,596,345

$0

$2,596,345

$7,414,662

$2,755,200

$10,169,862

$9,447,517

$0

$9,447,517

$2,288,302

$0

$2,288,302

$728,812

$288,000

$1,016,812

$1,460,600

$431,700

$1,892,300

$0

$210,000

$210,000

$0

$1,403,100

$1,403,100

$0

$1,087,150

$1,087,150

$0

$0 11

$0

$0

$1,473,778

$1,473,778

$1,088,000

$0

$1,088,000

$140,300

$0

$140,300

$9,484,005

$0

$9,484,005

$9,926,691

$0

$9,926,691

$5,749,493

$0

$5,749,493

$0

$3,970,000

$3,970,000

$0

$4,191,300

$4,191,300

$0

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$372,727,968

$34,057,926

$406,785,894

Service providers Workforce  
Development 
Boards

Job Service, 
Workforce  
Development 
Boards

Job Service DWD Office of 
Veterans Services 
and Job Center 
system

Joint & non-joint  
apprenticeship  
committees, 
private employers,  
Wisconsin  
technical colleges, 
authorized  
training centers

Job Service Job Service Workforce  
Development 
Boards,  
Job Center system

Contractors School districts,  
WI technical  
colleges, Chambers, 
CESAs, Workforce 
Development 
Boards

Community-based  
organizations,  
local transit 
systems

W-2 agency  
contractors

W-2 agencies,  
Workforce  
Development 
Boards, Community 
Action Agencies, 
other contractors

Community Action 
Agencies, limited 
purpose agencies,  
and tribes

Community-based  
organizations

W-2 agencies, 
county child  
support agencies

Wisconsin  
Early Childhood  
Association

Any entity  
delivering  
employment 
services to  
individuals  
with disabilities

County  
government,  
tribal and W-2 
agency contractors, 
Workforce  
Development Board 
in Milwaukee

Nonprofit  
organizations,  
state and local 
government 
agencies, school 
districts, colleges 
and universities

Community-based  
organizations

Community-based  
organizations

Veterans  
Assistance Centers

State employees State employees Department of 
Corrections staff, 
employers

Department of  
Corrections staff

Department  
of Corrections 
staff, Wisconsin  
Workforce  
Development Board 
staff, community 
providers

Department of  
Corrections staff

Department of  
Corrections staff

School districts Wisconsin  
technical colleges

Wisconsin  
technical colleges,  
community-based  
organizations

Wisconsin  
technical colleges

Wisconsin  
technical colleges

Employers

Job training

Job search

Job placement

Work supports

Work readiness

Basic education
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Other services Career planning Online job search 
tool: Job Center 
of Wisconsin 
(jobcenterof 
wisconsin.com) 

Case management Develop trade  
standards and 
training structures; 
Monitor and  
regulate  
apprentice 
programs and 
contracts

Assessments,  
career counseling,  
referrals,  
Job Center  
of Wisconsin 
(jobcenter 
ofwisconsin.com)

Assessments,  
career counseling,  
referrals,  
Job Center  
of Wisconsin 
(jobcenter 
ofwisconsin.com)

Financial literacy, 
asset development, 
benefits  
counseling,  
referral to  
community  
supports

Case management Job retention Case management, 
career planning, 
job retention,  
client cash 
benefits

Case management, 
career planning,  
job retention

Food pantry,  
energy assistance, 
emergency  
housing, HeadStart, 
literacy skills, 
migrant worker 
services, other

Case management, 
job retention

Case management; 
fatherhood and/
or peer support 
services

Job retention, 
career  
advancement,  
professional  
development 
counseling

Strategic planning  
effort to remove 
barriers to  
employment  
for those with  
disabilities

Strategic planning  
effort to remove 
barriers to  
employment,  
referrals to  
support services

Case management

Target customer Adults; dislocated 
workers; youth; 
general public 
(via One-Stop Job 
Center services)

Individuals  
displaced by  
industry changes 
due to foreign 
imports

Job seekers  
and employers;  
general public 
(via One-Stop Job 
Center services)

Veterans Adults;  
Employers seeking 
skilled workforce 
training primarily 
on-the-job

Unemployment  
Insurance  
claimants

Unemployment  
Insurance  
claimants

Adults w/ 
disabilities;  
W-2 recipients, 
Social Security 
recipients,  
veterans,  
offenders,  
Native Americans

Individuals  
with disabilities

High school 
students

Low-income 
workers

Cash assistance 
recipients

Low-income adults 
not receiving  
unemployment or 
W-2 cash benefits 
and with high  
barriers to  
employment

Low income families 
and individuals,  
including the  
unemployed, 
homeless,  
migrants, seasonal 
workers, youth, 
and the elderly

Refugees Non-custodial 
parents behind 
on child support 
payments

Employed child 
care workers  
(directors,  
administrators, 
teachers,  
and providers)

Individuals  
with disabilities

Food Stamp 
recipients

Individuals 17 
years of age  
and older

Low-income, 
unemployed 
individuals 55 
years and older; 
most-in-need

At-risk young 
adults, 16-24 years 
of age

Homeless veterans 
and those at 
risk of becoming 
homeless

Unemployed or 
underemployed 
veterans enrolled 
in a training 
program

Veterans Inmates released 
from prison 
to community  
corrections 
supervision,  
offenders  
on probation  
supervision

Inmates in  
Division of Adult  
Institutions

Inmates incarcerated 
at a participating 
DOC facility or 
county jail who  
are releasing to a  
participating region 
and who meet 
eligibility criteria

Division of  
Adult Institutions 
inmates and  
Division of  
Juvenile  
Corrections youth

Division of  
Adult Institutions 
inmates and  
Division of  
Juvenile  
Corrections youth

Secondary  
students, 7th to 
12th grade

Technical college 
students

Adults with  
remedial or  
developmental 
education needs; 
English language 
learners; inmates

Incumbent workers See footnote 12 Incumbant workers

Number of
participants 3

19,481 total 
participants

2,988 participants  
exited the program

100,919 registered  
to receive program 
services

11,967 veterans 
received services

9,894 registered  
apprentices;  
995 sponsors;  
2,247 employers

25,496 individuals 
served

9,519 individuals 
served

Participation data  
not yet available

36,845 individuals 
served with  
3,205 successful  
employment 
outcomes

1,686 students 
enrolled during 
fiscal year 2011

Services  
provided by 22 
transportation 
agencies

32,402 participants 
served

2,456 individuals 
served

325,805  
individuals served 
in approximately  
335 programs

1,123 refugees 
served of which 
662 entered  
employment

2,855 individuals 
served

1,175 T.E.A.C.H. 
scholarships and  
1,295 R.E.W.A.R.D.  
stipends awarded

710 individuals 
served

6,289 enrolled 
individuals

1,575 AmeriCorps 
members

236 funded  
positions

401 individuals 
served

217 veterans  
assisted

52 grant recipients 273 veterans  
assisted

694 918 419 3,354 1,350 89,101 11th  
and 12th grade 
participants

49,486 students 23,043 participants 14,194 workers 14,429 Participation data 
not yet available

Services	E ach service category is inclusive of the following workforce development activities:
■	 Job training	 Occupational skills training, on-the-job training, apprenticeship, and work experience.

■	 Job search	 Provide clients with job listings, access to on-line job banks, résumé support, job fairs, assistance with job applications.

■	 Job placement	 Build relationships with employers to place clients into jobs.  Includes post-placement follow-up.

■	 Work supports	 Assistance other than academic or skills training to help clients overcome barriers to employment. Services include transportation  
		  and wage subsidies.

■	 Work readiness	 Assistance with interviewing, grooming, attendance, punctuality, and other “soft skills.”

■	 Basic education	 ESL instruction, GED/HSED preparation, adult basic education including reading, writing, math, and other required employment skills.

*Service definitions from “The Milwaukee Workforce Development Landscape Report”, UWM Center for Workforce Development, January 2006

Notes on methodology and what is excluded from the map
Data in this report came directly from State of Wisconsin department staff. Unless otherwise indicated, the funding amounts are for Fiscal 
Year 2012. These are budgeted figures and not actual expenditures. All funding figures include administrative costs. The matrix includes public 
(federal and state) funding streams only and does not include “leveraged” contributions from employers, foundations or local governments. The 
purpose of the matrix is to graphically map the flow of competitive and formula federal grants as they pass through various state administrative 
departments. Therefore, federal grants made directly to local agencies are not included. Community Development Block Grant and Social Services 
Block Grant programs were not included due to the limited role they play in funding workforce development. Funding for Job Corps and the 
National Farmworker Jobs Program were not included because funding flows directly to local service providers from the U.S. Department of  
Labor, bypassing state oversight. Financial aid (Pell Grants), child care subsidies, and unemployment insurance payments are not included. 
Finally, Workforce Information Grants and Work Opportunity Tax Credits provided to DWD from the Department of Labor were not included 
because the services they provide do not fit any of the service categories that together define “workforce development” for this document.

Footnotes
1	 Unless otherwise noted, federal funding amounts are for Federal 

Fiscal Year 2012 (FFY12), which runs from October 1, 2011 to 
Sept. 30, 2012.

2	 State funding amounts are for State Fiscal Year 2012 (SFY12), 
which runs from July 1, 2011 to June 30, 2012.

3	 “Number of participants” is for calendar year or fiscal year 
2011 unless otherwise noted. Great care should be used in 
interpreting data in this category. Participants generally refer 
to individuals who are directly enrolled in programs, but in 
the case of WIA and Wagner-Peyser in particular, does not 
include thousands of individuals who use job centers or receive 
other informal support. Participant data should not be used to 

produce cost efficiency comparisons between programs because 
data in this field varies greatly by source and type. In addition, 
funding amounts often reflect services provided across a broad 
range of employment and non-employment services.

4	 State funding figure for the Youth Apprenticeship program is 
for SFY11.

5	 Federal funding figure for the WETAP program is for FFY11.
6	 The $150 million in federal funding for Wisconsin’s W-2 program 

includes only about $60 million for employment and training 
services and program administration; the remaining $90 million 
is for client cash benefits, which only indirectly supports the 
service categories cited in this report.

7	 The Transitional Jobs Demonstration Project (TJDP) is a 

temporary program funded by the American Recovery and  
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) through SFY12. Some TJDP programs 
are already closed to new participants, and all programs will 
close on or before June 30, 2013, when statutory authorization 
expires. The budget figures for this program are for calendar 
year 2011. The $16.3 million in federal funding for the TJDP 
program includes $5.9 million for employment and training  
services and program administration; the remaining $10.4  
million is for program participant wages.

8	 The federal grant supporting the Wisconsin Pathways to 
Independence program is ending permanently on December 13, 
2012 and no other funding source will take its place. 

9	 In 2008, federal and state funding for FSET totaled $11,560,062, 

not $1,194,330 as was listed in the 2008 version of this  
document. The FSET program was in a period of transition  
when that document was published: FSET and W-2/TANF  
program administration transferred from DWD to DCF in 2008. 
FSET program administration officially transferred from DWD  
to DHS in 2009. 

10	 Includes the entire AmeriCorps*State program, AmeriCorps*National
Direct programs (City Year, Teach for America, and Public Allies 
Milwaukee), and two AmeriCorps*VISTA programs that involve 
grants that are funneled through the State of Wisconsin.

11	 While the Badger State Industries program does not receive 
federal funding or state General Purpose Revenue (GPR)  
funding, it is authorized to spend up to $32,920,000 per year in 

Program Revenue Operation (PRO) funding, including $574,500 
for inmate wages. PRO funding is generated by the program, 
deposited in the general fund, and credited directly to an 
appropriation to finance the program. The spending authority 
covers all operating costs, including salaries, raw materials, 
utilities, rent, capital, and inmate wages.

12	 Includes Career Prep, a continuation of some of the services 
provided under the discontinued Perkins-funded “Tech Prep” 
program.

13	 “General Purpose Revenue grants” are made up of five separate 
grant programs: Advanced Chauffeur Training, Adult Literacy, 
Apprenticeship, Basic Skills, and Transition Services for  
Students with Disabilities.

Credits
The template for the resource map was adapted from 
similar projects in Illinois by the Chicago Jobs Council, in 
New York by the Center for an Urban Future, and in Texas 
by the Center for Public Policy Priorities. This report was 
written by Joe Peterangelo and Rob Henken of the Public 
Policy Forum, a Milwaukee-based non-partisan think tank. 
The authors would like to thank Linda Preysz at DWD and 
past Forum researcher Ryan Horton for their generous 
assistance in developing this report.
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