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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

While the United States has enjoyed unprecedented affluence, low-
wage employees have been testing the American doctrine that hard
work cures poverty.

—David K. Shipler, The Working Poor

Connecticut revels in its well-deserved reputation for wealth. We're
ranked #1 among states in per capitaincome and have the prep schools,
country clubs, and high housing pricesto proveit. Meanwhile, we know
about the vast disparities in education and income between our central
cities and our suburbs, but tend to ignore them. We' re unmoved by the
fact that in 2000, Hartford, our capital, had the second highest poverty
rate in the nation of cities with populations over 100,000, behind only
Brownsville, Texas.

The facts about Connecticut’s low-income families are troubling. Most
familiesearning lessthan 200 percent of poverty, alevel that isgenerally
short of self-sufficiency in our high-cost state, have at least onefull-time
worker. There are more than 66,000 such families in Connecticut who
cannot make ends meet despite hard work. They’re the people hurt
most by trends like the loss of manufacturing jobs, the movement of
employers from central cities to suburbs, and growing class disparities.
Aschronicled in both The New York Times and The Wall Sreet Journal,
class differences are making it more difficult for working families to
achieve the American dream.

Connecticut Association for Human Services SOWING PROSPERITY



SOWING PROSPERITY

The worrisome trends for low-wage workers are increasingly affecting
the state’s middl e class and the economy as awhole. Connecticut’sjob
growth rate isimproving but still places Connecticut behind 20 percent
of the country. Jobsat all income levelsareless stable, and benefitslike
health care coverage are disappearing. The state's education gap is
affecting businessand industry as employers can't find workerswith the
skillsthey need and are moving jobs el sewhere. Connecticutislosingits
competitive edge.

Now isthetime for policymakersto take action. The good newsisthat
our still-wealthy state has the resources to advance an agenda that will
strengthen not only low-income working families but also the state's
overall economy.

Sowing Prosperity: Low-Income Working Families and Connecticut’s
Economic Future presents information about low-income workers,
highlights the successful policiesthat are aready in place to help them,
and describes how we can complete the work that heeds to be done.

To bolster economic prosperity for all, this report calls on state
policymakers to:

»  Strengthen workforce development policies that support the
advancement of low-income workers as well as economic
development policies that retain, create, and attract family-
supporting jobswith good benefits;

»  Strengthen education and training programsthat prepare low-
wage workers for available jobs and enable them to move
into high-skill jobs; and

* Improvetax credits, child care subsidies, health care coverage,
and other policiesthat assist low-incomeworking familiesto
remain in the workforce and to become self-sufficient.

Together, thiscombination of policiescanimprove Connecticut’seconomy
and benefit all residents.

CHAPTER ONE Working Hard But Not Getting By

VisioN: Connecticut’s working families are economically self-
sufficient.

Oneof Connecticut’sgreatest assetsisitshigh quality of life. But reduced
job security, weakened access to health care and other benefits, and
rising housing costs threaten this quality for many in the middle class.
Homeownership, safe neighborhoods, and high-quality schools are
extremely difficult for low-incomeworking familiesto obtain, despite their
labor. Thisreport beginswith alook at the conditions of low-incomeworking
familiesin Connecticut—their wages, benefits, and the chalengesthey face.

Connecticut Association for Human Services



CHAPTER TWO Keeping Connecticut Competitive

VisioN: Connecticut reclaims its place as an economic leader
by expanding economic development to include
policies directed toward low-income workers and their
employers.

Connecticut’s economy no longer works for all. Businesses and jobs
that provided the opportunity for low-skilled workers to advance and
achieve economic security have largely disappeared. State economic
development policies are failing to address this situation and are poorly
positioning the state to regain its prominence as an economic |eader that
creates opportunity for all. The state’s slow recovery from recent
recessions and itslistlessjob growth exacerbate the financial limitations
experienced by low-wageworkers. Futurejob growthislikely to continue
economic stratification. Many new jobs will require a college degree,
but job growth is also expected in low-skill sectors that provide few

benefits and pay low wages.

Innovative thinking is needed to determine

solutions that benefit all residents of the state, Definitions

including low-incomeworking families; strengthen

the state’s economic well-being; and reduce > A Family is a married couple or single

poverty. The state needsamulti-faceted approach parent with at least one child under age

to economic and workforce development that 18.

combinesthe education and training of low-wage

workerswith effortsto attract new, better-paying > A Working Family is one in which all

jobswith particular attention to small businesses family members over age 15 have a

and microenterprise. combined work effort of 39 weeks or
more in the last 12 months, or they have
26 or more weeks combined in the last

CHAPTER THREE Education and Training: 12 months and one unemployed parent

Laying the Groundwork for Success looking for full-time employment.

Vision: Connecticut workers are prepared > A Low-Income Working Family has a

for jobs and upward mobility. combined income of lessthan 200 percent
of thefederal poverty level (FPL), or the
. . . amount necessary to cover basic needs,

A competitive economy requiresahighly educated including housing, food, clothing, health

and skilled workforce. State education and care, transportation, and child care. In

workforce systems are not sufficiently structured 2003, a family of four with earnings of

to serve all workers as evidenced by the fact that $37,620 was low-income.!

many Connecticut adultslack even basic literacy

skills. This contributes to large disparities in > A Family Wage, Mid-Level Wage, or

income and limits employers' ability to find Family-Supporting Job, for the

qualified employees. purposes of this report, refersto one that
pays at least $40,000 per year.

Improving the quality and accessibility of

educational programs for working adults, from

Connecticut Association for Human Services
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basic skillsdevelopment dl theway through college, will lead morefamilies
in Connecticut to self-sufficiency while providing businesses with the
workforce they need.

CHAPTER FOUR Support for Work, Support for Connecticut’s
Economy

VisioN: All Connecticut families are able to meet their basic
needs and receive work supports related to their
employment.

Connecticut’s economy rests on thetal entsand abilities of itsworkforce.
However, thelack of family-supporting wages and benefits of many jobs
can cause instability for working families, high worker turnover for
employers, and high coststo the state in lost tax revenue and supportive
services. No onewho worksfull time should be poor. Public and private
policies and programs are needed to make work pay and improve job
retention for low-wage workers. Work supports such as child care
subsidies, health care coverage, tax credits, and other policies are an
investment in Connecticut’ sworking familiesthat will accumulatein vaue
over time.

Budget Constraints and Connecticut’s Wealth

The scope of thisproject did not include cal culating the cost of

DID YOU KNOW . . .

In 2003, 64 percent of low-
incomefamiliesin Connecticut had
at least one family member who
was working.?

Thetop 20 percent of Connecticut
families have annual income nine
times that of the bottom 20
percent, thethird largest gap inthe
nation.®

Over two-thirds of low-income
working families spend morethan
one-third of their income on
housing costs. Connecticut ranks
47" among the 50 states for this
indicator.*

By the fall of 2005, Connecticut
had not replaced an estimated
31,000 jobs lost during the 2001
recession, while the nation as a
whole replaced all lost jobs.®

SOWING PROSPERITY

implementing recommendations. Some of these proposalswill
pump money into the state’s economy, expanding the tax base
and increasing state revenues. Many are investments in the
state’s most important resource, our people, and will produce
long-term benefits for the economy. While state budget
challenges and the state’s constitutional spending cap could
make implementation of our recommendations challenging,
somerequire minimal funding, and others can be accomplished
with no additional expenditures or through shiftsin allocations
of existing resources.

Connecticut residents can be proud of our state and the great
wealth that we possess monetarily, physically, intellectually, and
culturally. Our wedlth is meaningless, however, if we allow
the gap between rich and poor to grow unchecked. Rather,
the state’'s bounty should be harnessed to make Connecticut a
better placefor al families. Our social contract shouldinclude
the declaration that those who work should be able to support
themselves and their families. Connecticut policymakers can
make this ideal areality, creating a brighter economic future
for everyone.

Connecticut Association for Human Services



A Policy Agenda for Working Poor Families in Connecticut

Becauselow-wageworkers performacritical rolein sustaining and improving the state’s economy, Connecticut policymakers
should:

»  Expand economic devel opment policiesthat addresstheloss of mid-level jobsand link the policiesto workforce
devel opment efforts to improve Connecticut’s competitiveness.

* Investineducationand training for low-wage workers so that they can moveinto higher-skill and higher-paying jobs.

»  Strengthen work supportsto ensurethat low-wage workers can sustain their familiesand remain in theworkforce.

Specifically, Connecticut should:

A. Srengthen economicdevelopment policiesthat retain, create, and attract family-supporting jobswith good
benefits.

1 Increase the effectiveness of all components of the economic development system, including direct
assi stance to businesses, by implementing appropriate outcome measures and clear eval uation standards
for job creation, wages, benefits, training, and compliance provisions.

2 Tie grants and loans to business to the creation of jobs that pay family wages and provide benefits,
including health insurance.

3. Ensurefull public disclosure of the state's economic development activities.

B. Srengthen workforcedevelopment policiesand programsthat preparelow-wagewor ker sfor availablejobs
and enablethem tomoveinto higher-skill jobs.

1 Removethelegislatively imposed spending cap for funding of adult education programs.

2. Expand English asaSecond Language (ESL) programs.

3. Re-dlocatefederal welfare fundsto education and training programs and ease restrictions on education
for welfarerecipients. The state should set astandard of self-sufficiency for TFA leaversand regularly
measure its progress in achieving that standard.

4. Improveaccessto higher education for disadvantaged and part-time students and workers by restoring
and increasing need-based financial aid for higher education. Allow need-based aid to studentsenrolled
in non-credit, workforce devel opment classes at community colleges.

5. Expand datacollection for all adult education and community college students so that information on
non-credit studentsis collected asit isfor credit students. Use assessment resultsto improve outcomes
related to compl etion rates, career advancement, and wage increases.

6. Expand the state'sincumbent worker education effortsfor low-skill, low-wage workers administered by
the Connecticut Departments of Labor, Education, and Higher Education. Establish a central access
point for employers and employees seeking information on program availability. Develop funding
sources to offset employer costs and encourage participation.

7. Expand and restore successful workforce development programs, especially those that provide career
assessment, case management, and retention support for low-wage workers, apolicy that will also help
employersin need of qualified workers.

8 Strengthen the links between business and secondary/postsecondary education, especially community
colleges, to promote workforce education and training through such effortsastax incentivesfor businesses.

C. Improvepaliciesthat assist low-incomeworking familiestoremain in theworkforceand to become self-
sufficient.

1 Increasefairnessinthe state'stax structure and reward low-wage work by implementing astate Earned
Income Tax Credit (EITC) and achild and dependent caretax credit, and promoting participationinthe
federal EITC.

2. Restorecutsin child care subsidies, extend eligibility, and simplify participation in the program.

3. The state should assist employers in offering health care insurance to their employees. Access to
mental and behavioral health services should be available for low-income workers.

4. Increase participation in public benefits programs that help low-income working families meet their
basic needs.

5. Appoint alegislative commission to investigate possible solutions to transportation problems faced
by low-incomeresidents, particularly thoselivingin central cities. A timetablefor solution development
and implementation should be established with the commission’s charge.

Connecticut Association for Human Services SOWING PROSPERITY “




EDITORIAL | May 30, 2005

The New York Times - Class and the American Dream

Isthe American dream . . . amyth? A seriesin The Times called “Class Matters’ has found that there is far less mobility up
and down the economic ladder than economists once thought or than most Americans believe. Class based on economic and
social differences remains a powerful forcein American life and has cometo play agreater, not lesser, role over the last three
decades. A parallel seriesin The Wall Sreet Journal found that as the gap between rich and poor has widened in America, the
odds that a child will climb from poverty to wealth, or fall from wealth to the middle class, have remained stuck, leaving
Americans no more likely to rise or fall from their parents' economic class than they were 35 years ago.®

n SOWING PROSPERITY

Endnotes

1 U.S. Census Bureau, Table 1, Weighted Average Poverty Thresholds for
Families of Specified Sze 1959 to 2003. Retrieved November 3, 2005 from
http://www.census.gov/hhes/poverty/histpov/hstpovl.html

2 Popul ation Reference Bureau analysis of 2003 American Community Survey
data, U.S. Census Bureau.

s1bid.

41bid.

® Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, FDIC State Profiles — Connecticut
Fall 2005. Retrieved October 10, 2005from http://ww.fdic.gov/bank/andytical/
sateprofile/NewYork/CT/CT.xml.html

®New York TimesEditorial, May 30, 2005. Retrieved October 13, 2005 from http:/
/select.nytimes.com/search/restricted/article?res=F7081EF9355
DOC738FDDAC0894DD404482

For information about the national Working Poor FamiliesProject,
please go to the Annie E. Casey Foundation website at http://
www.aecf.org/initiatives/fes/workingpoor/index.htm
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Did you know . ..

> In 2003, Connecticut’s median family income was
the second highest in the country and our per capita
income was the highest.?
The top 20 percent of Connecticut families have
annual income nine times that of the bottom 20
percent, the third largest gap in the nation.?
64 percent of al low-income Connecticut families
(i.e., earning less than $37,620 a year) had at least
one family member who was working.
Approximately 44,000 (68 percent) low-income
working families paid more than one-third of their
income on housing costs; Connecticut ranks 47th
among the 50 states for this indicator.*
28 percent of Connecticut’s low-income working
families had at least one parent without health
insurance.®
The hourly wage needed to rent a two-bedroom
apartment in the Stamford-Norwalk areain 2003 was
$28.71, the third highest rate for metropolitan areas
in the country and over four times Connecticut’'s
minimum wage ($6.90) for that year.

CHAPTER 1 WORKING HARD BUT NOT GETTING BY

Vision: Connecticut’s working families are economically self-
sufficient.

Connecticut is a state of extremes. We have the nation’s highest per
capitaincome, while Hartford has the second highest poverty rateinthe
nation of cities with populations over 100,000. The income disparity
between the top and bottom income earners is the third highest in the
United States. Connecticut’s reading and math scores are among the
highest inthe nation, but only 76 percent of studentsin our seven poorest
school districts graduate from high school .’

These widening gaps are occurring despite the hard work of low-income
people. In 2003, 66,324 Connecticut families were working but had
incomes below 200 percent of the federal poverty level, or $37,620, an
amount that would not insure self-sufficiency in our high-cost state.
Anyonewho works hard should be able to support their families, but this
isnot the case for many people who makeour livestick: retail clerksand
restaurant workers, janitors and school bus drivers, nurses aides and
child care workers.

Connecticut Association for Human Services SOWING PROSPERITY
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Meanwhile, the state’'s economy is fragile. Connecticut has been slow
to recover from recent recessions and is still down 31,000 employees
fromits 2001 peak, whilethe nation asawhole hasregained all jobslost
in the recession. Manufacturing continues to shed jobsthat historically
have paid wages adequate to support families. The state'sworkforceis
not growing.

According to the Connecticut Office for Workforce Competitiveness
(OWCQ), “Large proportions of tomorrow’s availableworkforceareliving
in the state’'s mgjor cities, and many of them are living and learning in
poverty.”® Employers need employees with greater skills in math,
science, literacy, and technology, and the state should play agreater role
in providing ready applicants. Connecticut’'s economy cannot thrive if
it becomes dependent on workers with limited education.

Amidst these dilemmas, there is also good news. Connecticut has a
relatively small proportion of low-income working families. We have
the resources to implement policies that can help them become self-
sufficient. And, we have the ability to expand successful programs that
are dready in place.

Connecticut isat acrossroads. State policymakers have the opportunity
to re-focus the state’'s economic and workforce development agendas.
Fortunately, the policies that assist low-income working families will
improve the quality of the state's workers and strengthen the economy
for everyone. With the right investments and policies, Connecticut can
regain its competitive edge in the global economy in away that helpsall
working families succeed.

Connecticut’s Quality of Life, Cost of Living, and the Income Gap

Overal, Connecticut earns high marks for our quality of life. 1n 2003,
the state’s median family income was the second highest in the country
($66,900), and its per capitaincomewasthe highest ($40,990 in constant
2000dollars).® That sameyear, fourth-grade reading and math test scores
(43 percent and 41 percent) placed Connecticut among the top states.®®

Connecticut Association for Human Services



Connecticut residents pursue higher education in significant numbers;
the state ranked fifth in the country for the number of adults with a
college degree.

But the compl ete picture is more complex. Ashousing and other prices
riseand job stability and benefitsdiminish, the state’smiddle class, which
has prospered for decades, is being squeezed. For low-income working
families who don’t share in the stat€’s prosperity, having ajob today is
not the ticket to affluence that it once was.

Connecticut’s high rate of personal income is matched by our high cost
of living. Housing-related expenses often take up the largest portion of
the family budget. Two-thirds of low-income familiesin the state spend
more than one-third of their income on housing, well over the standard
of affordability established by Congress and the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development. Connecticut ranks 47" worst among
the 50 states for the number of low-income working families paying
more than one-third of their salary on housing.2

In 2003, Connecticut was the sixth least affordable state in the country
for apartment rentals. Statewide, the hourly wage needed to rent atwo-
bedroom apartment was $18 (Figure 1).** Around the state, high real
estate prices close low-income homebuyers out of the market. Over the
past five years, Connecticut’s housing prices have risen by over 50
percent.4

Hourly Wage Needed to Rent Two-Bedroom Apartment
Connecticut - 2003

Hartford
£15.90

Waterbury
516.94

MNew Haven

Mew London - Morwich

Figure 1. Winton Pitcoff, et al., Out of Reach: America's Housing Wage Climbs.
Washington, DC: National Low-Income Housing Coalition, 2003. Retrieved August 16,

2005 from http://www.nlihc.org/oor2003/

Connecticut Association for Human Services
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Connecticut’s prices for food, utilities, health care, child care, and
transportation are among the highest in the country.’> Tuition at
Connecticut’'s public colleges has risen faster than the cost of living
each year for the past ten years'® at the same time that cuts have been
made to state-funded financial aid.'’

Living among affluence can be discouraging for poor and low-income
working families. Connecticut ranks 48" out of the 50 statesfor income
disparities between the top and bottom 20 percent of wage earners. The
top 20 percent of Connecticut families have annual income nine times
that of the bottom 20 percent.’®

Who Are Low-Income Working Families?
We tend to think that Connecticut’s low-income populations are not

working and small in number, but in 2003, 64 percent of all low-income
familiesin the state had at least one family member who wasworking.*®

Other Facts About Connecticut’s Low-Income
Working Families:

» Morethan 125,000 adultsin working families earned less
than 200 percent of the federal poverty level (FPL);

» Almost 36,000 (31 percent) minority working families
were low-income, earning less than 200 percent FPL, and
they were three times more likely to be low-income than
non-minority working families;

» Over 17,000 low-income working families were
immigrants; and

» In amost 40,000 low-income working families, neither
parent had any postsecondary education.?

Connecticut’s Changing Workforce

Demographic projectionsindicate that Connecticut’s popul ation growth
rate is expected to be relatively flat between 2005 and 2025.2* Any
growth is anticipated to come from international immigration, which
already had increased 32 percent between 1990 and 2000, placing the
statein 14" position inthe U.S. for the percentage of immigrants among
itspopulation. A decreasein the ratio of majority to minority races and
ethnicities and the aging of the state's residents are also anticipated,
whichwill have significant implicationsfor Connecticut’' sworkforce.??

Connecticut Association for Human Services



Connecticut . . . Land of Disparities
Ranking Among 50 States - 2003

41
2 wem [
T

Income Housing Costs Job Growth % College = % Working  Per Capita
Disparities Graduates  Families Are  Income
Low-Income

Figure 2. Population Reference Bureau analysis of 2003 American Community Survey data, U.S. Census
Bureau; Connecticut Voices for Children analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics data provided by the
Economic Policy Institute, October 2005; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Table 653, Satistical
Abstract of the United Sates, 2004-2005. Retrieved August 22, 2005 from http://www.census.gov/statab/

ranks/rank29.html

Out-migration among young people, or what iscommonly referred to as
the “brain drain,” increased between 1990 and 2000 as the state lost
college-educated young adults at an alarming rate, especially among
students in the science and engineering fields that are critical to our
economy. In fact, one out of four 20- to 24-year olds left the state,
totaling more than 64,000 young adults. The state’s urban youth, who are
anticipated to make up 40 percent of Connecticut’ sworkforce by 2010, will
be hard pressed to fill this void given the state’'s current educational
achievement gap.=

Asthe number of manufacturing jobs have declined in the state, so have
the number of union positions. Nationally, at the peak of the labor
movement, in the mid-1950s, 35 percent of wage earners were union
members.?* There are no definitive state-level ratesfor those early days.
Historically Connecticut had higher union participation than other states
because of the high number of manufacturing jobs. In 1995, thefirst year
for which state-level rates were calculated, 21 percent of Connecticut
workers were union members. In 2004, slightly lessthan 16 percent of
Connecticut workers were unionized, compared to 12.5 percent
nationally.? Wage variations for union and non-union jobs can be seen
for al age groups of workers aswell as both genders and all racial and
ethnic groups. In 2003, nationally, a union worker between 45 and 54
years of age—peak earning years—earned a median weekly salary of
$812 (more than $42,000 annually), compared to $695 per week (less
than $37,000 annually) earned by a non-union counterpart.?’

Connecticut Association for Human Services
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Policies That Work for Families, Business, and the Economy

Several Connecticut efforts to advance the careers or earnings of low-
income workers have proven to be successful, illustrating that career
advancement and job retention for low-income workers are possible
when the right policies are put in place.

Understanding thefinancial problemsfacing low-incomeworking families,
some Connecticut lawmakers have attempted to level the playing field
for the lowest wage earners. Connecticut is among the few states with
a minimum wage ($7.10 an hour in 2005) set significantly above the
national minimum ($5.15 an hour). During the 2005 legisative session
the Connecticut General Assembly voted to raise the minimum even
higher, increasing it to $7.65 by 2007.%

Still, even aminimum wage of $7.10 works out to less than $15,000 per
year with full-time, year-round employment. In Connecticut, afamily
with thisincome is confined to the margins of economic life.

At first blush, attempting to address the plight of low-income working
families may appear insurmountable. It takesinnovativethinking to see
theinterconnection among poverty, the state’'s economic well-being, and
solutions that allow all partiesto win.

Economic analysts are beginning to connect the dots between athriving
state economy, business success, and the ability of working familiesto
sustain themselves. State administrators, businesses, and others are
talking about the problems of low-wage workers; their educational and
training needs; the difficulty of employers, both large and small, to
provide benefits and wages that support families; and an expanded
definition of economic devel opment.

To bolster economic prosperity for all, this report calls on state
policymakers to:

»  Strengthen workforce development policies that support the
advancement of low-income workers, as well as economic
development policies that retain, create, and attract family-
supporting jobs with good benefits;

e Strengthen education and training programsthat preparelow-
wage workers for available jobs and enable them to move
into higher-skill jobs; and

* Improvetax credits, child care subsidies, health care coverage,
and other policiesthat assist low-incomeworking familiesto
remain in the workforce and to become self-sufficient.

When done right, a package of workforce and economic development

programs will increase job growth, income, and government revenue
and savings over the long term.
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Enlightened workforce policies increase employees
knowledge and skills, enabling them to work safely,
communicate effectively, and become more
productive. Effective economic development
strategies can help return depressed communities to
their traditional role asjob generators. Strengthening
the state’seconomy can bedonein away that supports
the family needs of workerswho are the backbone of
Connecticut’s wealth.

Successful programsthat link workforce and economic
development in Connecticut are often short-term in
nature or implemented at the local level, rather than
statewide, and the number of workers who are
achieving upward mobility from these policies and
programsisnot great. Structural barriersstill exist to
improve outcomesfor this popul ation of workers. Just
asmore must be doneto bring family-supporting jobs
to the state, more must be done to prepare a greater
number of low-incomeworkerstofill those positions.
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DID YOU KNOW . . .

> In the 1950s, manufacturing, with its family wage and
benefits, accounted for almost half of al employment in
Connecticut; by the late 1980s, it had dropped to less
than 19 percent.t
Between 1998 and 2004, Connecticut |ost another 54,400

manufacturing jobs with an estimated indirect loss of an
additional 150,000 non-manufacturing jobs.?

By fall 2005, Connecticut had not replaced an estimated
31,000 jobs lost during the 2001 recession.®

By the second quarter of 2005, Connecticut’s job growth
had improved, and the state was ranked 41st among the
50 states for this indicator.*

CHAPTER 2 KEEPING CONNECTICUT COMPETITIVE

VisioN: Connecticut reclaims its place as an economic leader
by expanding economic development to include
policies directed toward low-income workers and their
employers.

Connecticut’s economy no longer works for al. Businesses and jobs
that provided the opportunity for low-skilled workers to advance and
achieve economic security have largely disappeared. State economic
development policies are failing to address this situation and are poorly
positioning the state to regain its prominence as an economic |eader that
creates opportunity for all. The state’s slow recovery from recent
recessionsand itslistlessjob growth contributeto thefinancial limitations
experienced by low-wageworkers. Futurejob growthislikely to continue
economic stratification. Many new jobs will require a college degree,
but new jobsare also expected inlow-skill sectorsthat providefew benefits
and pay low wages.

Connecticut hasfewer peoplein poverty or uninsured relative to therest
of the country. However, the numbers have been growing over the past
two years, and at rates much higher than the nation as a whole.> Jobs
that pay afamily wage are declining in number. Businesses—even those
that have received grants, loans, and tax credits to keep them here—
continueto leavethe state. Connecticut’s economic development policies
need help.
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Governor M. Jodi Rell and other political and businessleadersare
working to figure out how to grow the economy, especially high-
skill and high-wage jobs. Connecticut’s policymakers must
recognize that the state cannot compete with other parts of the
country on business costs and wages, and should not try to.
Connecticut needs new approachesto economic devel opment that
support families and emphasize the state’s quality of life and
educated workforce.

One of the multiple solutionsto which the state should turn includes
adoption of policiesthat help more lower-skilled workers move
into higher-skill jobswith salariesthat support the basic needs of
families and help them become self-sufficient.

By turning failed economic development policies on their heads

and investing in low-wage workers and the communities where

they live, state leaders can ensure the quality of Connecticut’s

workforce and attract businesses that need highly skilled
employees. And the state should require the evaluation of all systems
that contribute to economic development, particularly direct grants and
loans to businesses.

Connecticut’s Economy in Transition

Connecticut’s transformation from a predominately manufacturing to a
service economy has occurred over the last half century. In the 1950s,
manufacturing, with its family wage and benefits, accounted for almost
half of all employment. By thelate 1980s, it had dropped to lessthan 19
percent® as factories moved out of the state or country, products became
obsolete, or new methods of production replaced the old.

Thedeclinein manufacturing continues. Between 1990 and 2000, more
than two dozen towns across the state lost significant numbers of jobs.
Thetownswith the greatest |osses—Hartford (11,000 jobs), East Hartford
(4,800), Groton (4,600), New London (3,180) had two thingsin common—
ahistory of manufacturing and deep rootsin the defenseindustry (Figure
3).” Between 1998 and 2004 alone, Connecticut lost 54,400 manufacturing
jobswith an estimated indirect loss of another 150,000 non-manufacturing
positions.®
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Lost Manufacturing Jobs by Town

Connecticut 1990-2000

11,000

Hartford East Hartford Groton

New London

Figure 3. Jeffrey Blodgett, “Job Stats Can Help Communities Plan,” CT Business Magazine, September/October 2001.
Retrieved August 21, 2005 from http://www.cerc.com/detpages/services518.html

Technology has contributed greatly to the efficiency of the manufacturing
industry. Asaresult, the number of workers needed to produce awidget,
to manage a project, or track inventory has declined while productionis
holding steady or growing. Thefactory jobsthat remain requirefar more
education than those that employed our grandparents 50 years ago.

The service sector, which includes jobs with high- and low-skill
requirements and corresponding pay, has not replaced the income
associated with Connecticut’slost manufacturing employment. For those
who make the transition from low- or semi-skilled manufacturing to the
low-skilled service sector, replacement jobs often pay |ess and exacerbate
the gap between rich and poor.

At the same time, Connecticut haslost service jobsin the higher-paying
professions of professional and business services, finance, and information
services. Much of thelossistheresult of outsourcing. Accordingto the
Connecticut Office for Workforce Competitiveness (OWC) and the
Connecticut Department of Labor (DOL), the state lost approximately
5.7 percent of high-end jobs in these three industries to off-shoring,
compared to less than one percent lost in the U.S. as a whole.®
Unfortunately, the service positions that have been growing in number
are generaly those at the lower end of the skill and pay level—jobs that
requirelittle education and training and pay on average lessthan half that
of the annual salaries of the high-wage service positions |ost.%°
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Microenterprise in Connecticut

Microenterprise, defined as locally owned
business with fewer than five employees and
started with less than $50,000 in capital,
makes up 53 percent of business in the state
of Connecticut. In fact, the Microenterprise
Resource Group, with 14 members from
across the state, estimates that more than
277,000 microenterprises conduct business
here in Connecticut, employing two out of
every five workers. All sectors of the
economy arerepresented by small businesses,
from retailers to manufacturers to restaurant
owners.

Microenterprise is estimated to generate over
$15 billion in sales and $430 million in state
tax revenue. Microenterprise employs twice
as many people as the top 25 employers in
the state combined. While the top 25
employed approximately 250,000 people, in
2004, regi stered microenterpise employed just
under 500,000.

The cost of creating a new job in micro-
enterprise is $10,000.

18 SOWING PROSPERITY

The Price of Job Loss and Recession

Even when those who lose their jobs find full-time
work, on average, they earn amost 13 percent less
than their previous salaries. If foregone raises are
considered, job losers earn 17 percent lessin their
new full-time positionsthan they would haveintheir
old ones.™* For those without a college diploma or
professional credential, the financial ramifications
of job loss can include constricted opportunity as
well asdownward, rather than upward, mobility.

The cost of job loss to workers in wages and non-
transferable benefits and to municipalities in tax
revenue and increased social services can be
extensive. Some economists see job fluidity as a
strength of the U.S. economy. Others, however,
believethese social and economic coststo individual
workers and their communities should be included
in calculating the true cost of shifting economic
cycles, particularly the costs to low-wage working
families who may be least able to bear the price of
joblessness.!?

Connecticut’s recovery from the most recent
recession has been slower than other parts of the
country. By early 2005, Connecticut had regained
only half of thejobsit lost during the 2001 recession
(approximately 31,000 positions).®* Since
September 2003, Connecticut’sjob growth rate has
improved somewhat (1.9 percent) which landsthe
state in 41% place.™*

These statistics stand in stark contrast to
Connecticut’'s per capita income. Our sense of
economic security hasbeen based in part on growth
in personal income that continued to rise in 2004,
despite the low recovery from the recession.’® In
reality, this sense of security may be misguided
complacency, given the state’'s total number of
unrecovered jobs, loss of family-sustaining wages,
and theresulting declinein overall quality of life.
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Jobs and Employment Projections

A view of the state’s occupations and anticipated projectionsin job growth
over time provides an interesting look at the financial payoff education
provides, as well as where the gaps in job availability exist. The
Connecticut Department of Labor (DOL) provides the state with aten-
year forecast of higher-paying careers, classified into five levels by
education and salary (Figure 4).

Sowing Prosperity is interested primarily in jobs, betweeen 2002 and
2003, found in Levels 3 and 4 (advancement to jobsin Level 2 isalso
possible with educational opportunity). In order for workersto earn a
wage that supports afamily, career paths and educational support must
be available to move from Level 5to Levels4 and 3.

Connecticut Occupations, Education Required, and Salaries — 2002-2003

Job Education Occupations 2003 2002
Level Avg. Salary Range # Employed
Level 1 Speciaized Doctor, Dentist, Lawyer $111,634-$178,838 21,710
Long-Term Prep
Financial ServicesAnalyst,
Level 2 Long-Term Prep Engineer, Physician’s Assistant, $66,934 - $129,667 87,140
BA, MA DataAnalyst, Credit Analyst,
Loan Officer
Mid-Level Prep RN, X-Ray Therapist, Police
AA, Postsecondary, | Officer, Firefighter, Tool and Die
Level3 | VocEd, Certification, Maker, Plumber, Electrician, $46,363 - $68,640 86,800
Long-Term On-the- ClaimsAdjuster
Job Training (OJT)
Advertising Sales Agent,
Light Prep Drywall Installer, Brokerage
Level4 | Some Postsecondary, Clerk, Executive Secretary, $38,646 - $61,547 50577
Moderate OJT Truck Driver, Highway
Maintenance Worker
Production/Planning Clerk, Mail
Entry Level, Carrier, Maintenance
Levels Quick Prep, Worker, Human Resources $33,218- $40,082 24,180
Short OJT Assistant, Credit Checker, Bill
and Account Collector,
Procurement Clerk

Figure 4. Connecticut Department of Labor, Connecticut’s Industries & Occupations Forecast 2012, (2005): 13-14.
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In the immediate future (2005-2006), DOL anticipates that
the greatest growth in jobswill bein construction, wholesale
and retail trades, health care and social services,
accommodations and food services, education, administration
and support, and government.®

The State’s Role in Job Creation

Paramount among the concerns facing economic analysts

and plannersareincreasing jobsin the state and maintaining

Connecticut’s competitiveness. To meet both ends,
policymakers have developed an arsenal of economic development
policies and programs that have brought the state through difficult
financial timesbut havefailed to securely reestablishit asan economic
leader. Some of these economic development efforts include:

* Industry clusters, administered by the Connecticut Department
of Economic and Community Development (DECD), to
increase the innovation and competitiveness of business;

* Low- or no-interest loans and grants, tax credits, and tax
abatements for business and industry;

* Links among business, industry, and academia through
research and development programs with major public
universities and targeted sectoral support by the community
college system;

» Connecticut Innovations, Inc., a state-owned corporation
associated with the DECD that invests in entrepreneurial
companiesintechnological fields, such ashbioscience, energy
and environmental systems, information, and photonics;

»  Connecticut Economic Resource Center (CERC), anonprofit
corporation specializing in economic development and
marketing for local, regional, state and utility economic
development entities;

» Targeted expansion of the technology sector; and

*  TheGovernor’'s Competitiveness Council, established in 1998
to provide advice to the Executive Branch about industry
clusters. Thisbody ismade up of CEOs, legislative leaders,
labor representatives, university heads, industry council
representatives, and state agency commissioners.

Clearly, Connecticut has encouraged growth and innovation of itsprivate
sector for many years. For the most part, these economic development
strategies have focused on employer supports or the creation of jobsin
technology and other sectorsthat rely on highly skilled workers. But it
isunclear how effectivethese efforts have been for the state’ sworkforce
ingeneral, and low-incomeworkersin particular. Recent reportsindicate
that, to date, the state’sindustry clusters overall have not delivered new
jobs or economic growth as policymakers had hoped.*®
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The state hasyet to implement abody of economic development policies
that restore mid-level positions and bring financial stability to working
families, or to align economic and workforce devel opment policiesthat
could movelow-incomeworkersinto positions of higher skill.

Business Subsidies and Job Creation — The Disconnect

The state’s existing job creation policies that are meant to increase
employment at avariety of incomelevels, infact, have had questionable
results. While millions of dollarsin financial support for business and
industry are expended annually to draw employersinto Connecticut or
maintai n existing businesses, no assistance programs run by the state to
date contain requirements related to wage standards, full-time
employment, training and education opportunities, health care coverage,
or other employee benefits.

The emphasis, instead, has been on job-creation attached to loans and
grants allocated without the requisite oversight that would indicate the
benefits accrued for the state’s workforce. Since 1992, three agencies
that distribute economic development incentives—the Connecticut
Development Authority (CDA), the Department of Economic and
Community Development (DECD), and Connecticut Innovations, Inc.—
have been required to report to the Connecticut General Assembly only the
amount of subsidy provided to each company, changes to employment that
have occurred within each company receiving funds, and wages paid.

Unfortunately, little analysis of the programs has been made availableto
the public, particularly regarding employee wages, and it is difficult to
obtain reports documenting the results of the state’s business assistance
programs. Accordingto CDA'sAnnual Report for 2004, over $20 million
in assistance was distributed that year to approximately 31 business
entities. Between July 1, 2003 and June 30, 2004, CDA assistance
resulted in the creation of atotal of 443 full-time and 32 part-time jobs;
1,185 full-time and 806 part-time jobs were retained. Salary data and
health care coverage offered by recipient companies were reported in
the aggregate without company identification. No information was
contained in the report on the number of employeeswho received health
care coverage or whether this coverage was free or purchased. Data
were not available for all recipient companies.®

Between 1987 and mid-2000, as much as $695 million in subsidies was
made available to Connecticut businesses, both large and small. In the
early years (1987 through 1991) lessthan $4 million was distributed; but
in 1993, the programsreached the high mark of $162 millionin subsidies.®
Ingeneral, therea soislittle public information about the number of low-
wageworkers employed by companiesreceiving state subsidies, whether
or not their income has increased over time, and how long employees
remain on thejob.
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Full disclosure hel ps determine who benefitsfrom economic devel opment
investments and whether or not |ow-wage workers are targeted to benefit
from specific business assistance efforts. With disclosure, we also learn
the number of low-wageworkersableto move above poverty level wages
because of those business incentives and the impact of workforce
investment as part of alarger economic development plan.

Effective Economic Development Strategies

The Governor’s Competitiveness Council developed a report in 2004
entitled, Partnership for Growth II: A Competitiveness Agenda for
Connecticut, one of several in recent years that analyzes issues of
economic development from different perspectives. With anew governor
and legiglative leadersin place since most of these reports were written,
policy leaders should look to these analyses for recommendations of
effective policiesand programsthat could beimplemented quickly. These
reportsinclude:

» Thereport of the Inner City Business Strategy (2000), astate
initiativeto revitalizefivelarge, distressed Connecticut cities.
The Connecticut Economic Resource Center isnow following
up to assess the feasibility of creating inner city investment
funds;

» TheRegional Ingtitutefor the 21 Century report on Economic
\itality and Land Use (2003), abusiness-supported initiative
that looked at changes in state, regional, and local planning
processes to promote, among other things, economic growth
and urbanrevitalization;

» Connecticut Metropatterns (2003), developed by the
CenterEdge Project, aconsortium created by theArchdiocese
of Hartford, that looked at changes to state and regional tax
and land use reform to promote prosperity; and

e Benchmarking Connecticut’'s Economy: A Comparative
Analysis of Innovation and Technology, a report assessing
the state’s capacity for competitiveness, produced by the
Connecticut Economic Resource Center in October 2005.

Taken together, these reports articul ate the message that Connecticut’'s
economic revitalization and our quality of lifewill depend oninvestments
in peopleand communitiesaswell asin business
and industry.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Attracting Family-Supporting Jobs

Given weaknesses in Connecticut’s economy and the lack of accountability around current
economic devel opment policies, state leaders need afresh approach that directly links economic
devel opment with job creation and workforce devel opment. The state’s economic devel opment
agenda should emphasize policiesthat retain, create, and attract mid-level jobswith good benefits.
Workforce development policies should invest more effectively in low-income workers.

Policymakers should:

1. Increasetheeffectivenessof all components of the economic devel opment system,
including direct assistance to businesses, by implementing appropriate outcome
measures and clear eval uation standardsfor job creation, wages, benefits, training,
and compliance provisions.

2. Tiegrantsand loansto businessesto the creation of jobsthat pay family wagesand
provide benefits, including health insurance.

3. Ensurefull public disclosure of the state’s economic development activities.
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DID YOU KNOW . . .

» One out of ten working adults in
Connecticut lacks a high school diploma.t
A worker with an associate's degree earns
almost twice as much as someone without
ahigh school diploma ($18,662 compared
to $35,958 annually).?

In 2002, one out of three Connecticut jobs
required at least acollege degree. By 2012,
college degrees will be required for one
out of two new jobsin the state.®
Goods-producing industries (including
construction and manufacturing)
accounted for only 16 percent of jobs in
the state in February 2005; the other 84
percent of jobs were in various service
industries.

CHAPTER 3 EDUCATION AND TRAINING:
LAYING THE GROUNDWORK FOR SUCCESS

VisioN: Connecticut workers are prepared for jobs and upward
mobility.

As Connecticut’s economy has been transformed over the past few
decades, our well-educated workforce has been critical to maintaining
high productivity and economic competitiveness. Connecticut ranks
among the top states for the percentage of residents who have an
associates degree or higher,® and we are first in per capitaincome.®

Despitethishighlevel of educational success, 29 percent of Connecticut
residents lack a postsecondary education, which contributes to large
disparities in income and limits employers' ability to find qualified
employees.” Infact, 40 percent of Connecticut adults 16 and older have
literacy skills that are inadequate to function in today’s society;® and
Connecticut ranks 15" for high school completion, not in the top tier of
states on this measure.®
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Connecticut’s long-term economic success depends on the continued
development of a highly skilled workforce. Therefore, investing in the
education and training of low-income working families will benefit
everyone. Increasing the number and variety of educational opportunities
for working adults, from basic skills development al the way through
college, will lead more Connecticut familiesto self-sufficiency. A better
educated workforce means a more robust economy, healthier
communities, and stronger families.

Education as the Engine for Economic Prosperity

Mile for mile, the distance one travels on the academic highway
determines how far up the career ladder a worker can expect to go. A
high school diplomaor its equivalent isonly the threshold for most jobs
today. More education is needed for jobs that pay sufficient wages to
support afamily. For the 11 percent of all working-age adultswho lack
even ahigh school diploma, the barriersto employment and advancement
up the career ladder are substantial.*®

Nationally, the difference in annual earnings for a person who has not
completed high school and someone with a high school diploma was
$9,253 in 2003 (Figure 5). The income gap is even more pronounced,
nearly double, when the earnings of a worker without a high school
diploma are compared to those of an adult who has completed an
associate degree ($18,662 versus $35,958).1

National Earnings by Education Level - 2003

$27,915

518,662 I

HS Dropout HS Grad

$59,907

$35,958
$29,533

Some College AA BA +

Figure 5. North Carolina Budget and Tax Center analysis of 2003 Community Population Survey data, U.S. Census
Bureau, October 2005.
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Connecticut’s Workforce Development Policies
and Programs

As with the state’'s economic development activity,
Connecticut's workforce development effort has been
quite extensive and includesthefollowing:

A workforce infrastructure made up of the

Connecticut Employment and Training

Commission (CETC), the Connecticut Office

for Workforce Competitiveness (OWC),

programs administered by the Connecticut
Departments of Labor, Economic and

Community Development, Higher Education,

Education, Corrections, and Socia Services, and workforce
investment boards in five regions of the state;

Enterprise Zone and apprenticeship programs in the
manufacturing and construction sectorsthat provideincentives
for targeted hiring practices;

Connecticut Career Choices, aninitiativeto develop the state’s
technological workforce;

Targeted workforce development for specific populations,
including the STRIVE project, an initiative that provides job
training and intensive follow-up to low-income residents and
former prison inmates; the federal Workforce Investment Act
(WIA); and Jobs First Employment Services (JFES) for adults
receiving Temporary Family Assistance (TFA) aso known as
public assistance;

Sectoral career ladder initiativesto address empl oyee shortages
in health care, early care and education, and K-12 education
throughout the state;

Incumbent worker training programsthat provide skill building
related to employment as well as literacy and basic education
services through the Departments of Labor, Education, and
Higher Education;

The Customized Job Training Program, offered through the
Connecticut Department of Labor, provided state funding to
small and mid-size businesses for employee training and skill
upgrading. In FY 2002 over 8,500 individuals from 590
businesses enrolled in the program. Among the targeted
populations for these pre-employment and on-the-job training
funds were the chronically unemployed, low-income women
who were interested in non-traditional jobs, displaced
homemakers, and women and minorities interested in
apprenti ceship programs (the program was eliminated in recent
years because of the state’s economic crisis); and

Adult education classes in English as a Second Language,
literacy training, and citizenship offered at thelocal level with
state funds.
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Whilethislistillustratesthat the state of Connecticut has been conducting
a solid workforce effort, few of these initiatives address the long-term
career advancement of low-incomeworkerswho do not qualify for public
assistance or sectoral support. Totheir credit, state plannersfrom OWC
and members of CETC, the state entity that oversees Connecticut’'s
workforce investment boards, are beginning to call attention to the gap
between the needs of employers for a highly skilled workforce and the
education and training needs of those who are or could be applying for
those positions. In particular, the Dual Economy Work Group of CETC
is examining the situation of low-income workers and the needs of their
employers and plans to devel op recommendations for the state.

Adult Education

Overcoming obstaclesto literacy and basic education isthefirst step for
many working adults who are looking to get ahead in Connecticut’s
economy. Sixteen percent of all Connecticut residents have literacy
skills rated at Level 1, which means they have trouble finding an
intersection on a street map. Another 24 percent have literacy skills
rated at Level 2, meaning they have difficulty reading a bus schedule.*?
Taken together, 40 percent of Connecticut adults would benefit from
literacy training, however, only 15 percent of adults over 25 without a
high school diploma or GED are participating in Connecticut’s adult
education programs.®®

In 2003, ailmost 33,000 Connecticut residents enrolled in a variety of
adult education courses operated through the Connecticut State
Department of Education (SDE), ranging from Adult Basic Education
(ABE) and high school completion courses, to English as a Second
Language (ESL), and citizenship.’#

The Connecticut state |l egislature mandated, asfar back asthe 19" century,
that all adult education classes be offered free of charge and available at
flexibletimesand locations. Asaresult, Connecticut allocates, on average,
more money per adult education pupil than most states.> However, a
state cap on adult education funding, imposed every year since 2003, has
placed increased pressure on the ability of local educators to deliver
guality and flexibility aswell as courses of adequate duration. Changes
in course availability have adversely affected student performance.
Among those who are able to stay with the program, test scores have
improved by as much as 50 percent.'® While policymakers' commitment
to adult education has diminished over the years, the program is still an
important asset for low-wageworkers seeking to improvetheir knowledge
and skills.

ABE cuts are especially problematic for the state’'s growing immigrant
population. In recent years, Connecticut has seen alargeinflux of non-
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English-speaking immigrants, many of whom are part of the state’slow-
wage workforce. Infact, the U.S. Census Bureau projects that between
1995 and 2025, Connecticut will gain 337,000 people from international
migration.r” Often, immigrantsfill the low-wage jobs that are essential
for our economy to function.

Postsecondary Education

Themost accessible meansto acollege education in Connecticut

isprovided by the community college system. Twelvecommunity
colleges serve different regions of the state. Approximately
50,000 studentsenroll in credit, degree-granting programs each

year. Annually, an additional 45,000 studentsenroll in non-credit > For every year a community

programs, many of which provide the opportunity to build or
enrich skillsthat can transfer into upward mobility in the work
place.’®

Because of flexible schedules and entry requirements, as well
aslower costs, the community college system serves many adult
learners, whether degree-seeking or non-credit students
attending school part-timewhileworking. Community colleges
in Connecticut make available a variety of academic majors,

Connecticut Community Colleges

Return on Investment

college student attendsfull-time,
shewill earn an additional $5,027
ayear.

1,210 fewer people collect
welfare and 340 fewer people
collect unemployment benefits
each year because of the
community college system.®®

remedial education, and ESL classes. In addition, community
colleges have worked to build links with local business and
industry to identify current and future workforce needs and mold
occupational programsaccordingly.

Theincreasing number of students enrolling at our community colleges
has been accompanied by a need for remedial education for entering
students. According to community college administrators, typically at
any one time, 20 percent of students in the state's community college
system areenrolled inremedia classestoimprovetheir math and reading
skillsin preparation for further studies.

The High Cost of Higher Education in Connecticut

Connecticut’s colleges and universities have been raising tuition to
accommodate theincreased costs of teachers, infrastructure, and student
services and decreasing levels of state funding.? This trend has
exacerbated the primary barrier to college accessfor low-incomeworking
people—the high cost of collegetuition.

Connecticut received an “F” from the National Center for Public Policy
and Higher Education’s “Measuring Up 2004, State Report Card” in
providing affordable higher education for itsresidents.?? Although tuition
and feeincreasesin Connecticut’s public system over the past four years
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are modest compared to the rest of the country, for alow- or middle-
income students, net college costs represent nearly 45 percent of their
family’sincome.? Connecticut is ranked eighth highest in the country
for itscomprehensive public college and state university tuition and fees
for resident undergraduate students.?

Rising tuition costs have not been followed by increased financial aid to
low-income students, however. In fact, resources for
students have been cut. Between 2002 and 2004, more
than $8 million in financial aid was €liminated from the
state budget, reducing the number of student recipients
by nearly 2,000.%

At thecommunity collegelevel, financia aidisnot offered
to studentsenrolled in non-credit, workforce devel opment
classes. When economic self-sufficiency is so dependent
on educational attainment, such policies and practices
diminishthe academic and earning potential of thosewho
need the most support to advance.

Incumbent Worker Education

Not every student in need of an education has either thetime or desireto
participatein asemester of classroom activitieswhileworking, especially
when family obligations are factored in. Employers who want to keep
their businesses competitive and their employees’ performance at an
optimum level, frequently will look to incumbent training for this purpose.
Infact, Connecticut hasalong history of providing such education through
a variety of agents, including community colleges, local boards of
education, and others. Over the long term, much of this training has
related to skill and productivity development in workers.

As work becomes more technical and requires more in basic skill
development, employers and employees are looking for literacy, basic
math, andtrainingin“soft skills” such ascommunication and team building
fromtheincumbent worker programs. Asthe number of programsgrows,
program coordination and greater communication between employers
and service providers at the local level are needed.

Workforce Investment Act (WIA)

The Workforce Investment Act (WIA) provides federal funds to
Connecticut for employment services directed to low-income adults
(including a number of TFA recipients), dislocated workers, and
economically disadvantaged youth. All services are available through
CT Works, one-stop centerslocated in the five WIA regions of the state.
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WIA programs are administered by the Connecticut Department of Labor
and run at thelocal level by the regional Workforce Investment Boards.
At the CT Works centers, individual s have accessto job search resources
and case management or financial support to participate in training if
they aredligible.

In 2003, $18.4 millionin federal WIA funding was spent on employment-
related activities for all categories of eligible individuals; only $4.4
million was spent on WIA adults?® To maximize these sparse funds,
access to intensive case management and training services is reserved
for the most educationally and economically disadvantaged WIA
customers. The state allocates 30 percent of these fundsto areas of high
poverty and unemployment.?’

At first glance, WIA's activity and results in Connecticut are promising.
The employment retention rates in 2003 were impressive, as 78 percent
of participating adults were still employed 12 months later.?

The overall impact of Connecticut’s WIA programs, however, is not as
extensive as might be anticipated. Those who have limited work
experience, lack an advanced degree, or have barriers to employment
typically areless successful with the WIA system than their counterparts
who have more work experience and education.?® Additionally, the
limited training funds allow only a small number of WIA customersto
accessWIA-approved job training programs. 1n 2003, 1,632 adultswere
served; 616 adults exited the WIA system. Of those 616, 68 percent or
419 were employed at the time they left WIA services. Only 113 adults
entered employment directly related to the training they received.®

Jobs First Employment Services (JFES)

Over the course of 2003, approximately 17,000 familiesin Connecticut’s
Temporary Family Assistance (TFA) program (welfare assistance, known
nationally as Temporary Aid to Needy Families, TANF) werereguired to
participate in the state’s Jobs First Employment Services (JFES).3! The
State of Connecticut mandates that adults in families receiving cash
assistance participate in work activities for at least 35 hours aweek, in
what isreferred to asa“ balanced work first approach” to employment.

For JFES participants, lack of education isone of the primary barriersto
employment and economic self-sufficiency. According to Connecticut
Department of Labor (DOL) numbers, about 37 percent of people on the
JFES casel oad lacks a high school diplomaand 32 percent have math or
reading skillsthat are identified as barriers to employment.®

The Connecticut Department of Social Services(DSS), whichischarged
with implementing TFA, and the DOL that administers JFES, report that
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only asmall number of TFA recipients actually participate in education
and training activities, with 14 percent enrolled in vocational education
and 10 percent enrolled in Adult Basic Education.® In Connecticut, for
aJFES participant to be digible for education and training, she must be
incapable of earning abovethefedera poverty level ($18,810for afamily
of four in 2003).* In that case, individuals will participate in some
combination of work and education and training that will maximizetheir
income as soon aspossible. Connecticut isoneof only eight statesinthe
country that does not allow TFA recipients to enroll in postsecondary
education as part of their work requirement.

Connecticut also is one of the few states in the nation that has always
spent al of itsallocated TANF funds ($267 million per year since 1997)
in the year that the funds were available. As the state's welfare rolls
declinein number with theresult that funding for cash assistance declines,
Connecticut is spending more of its TANF dollars on “other” services.
These include programs from Connecticut Departments of Education,
Corrections, Children and Families, Mental Health and Addiction
Services, and Higher Education and the Office of Policy and
Management. In 2003, between $15-18 million of the $184 million
declared under the state’s Maintenance of Effort spending was spent by
the Connecticut Department of Labor on job support services.

These alocations are considered legitimate in the eyes of the federal
government. However, a greater investment in education and training
would result in more sustained employment among this low-skill, low-
wage popul ation, would lay the foundation for advancement up pay scales
and could support aTFA leaver’s ability to reach self-suffiency.

Data Needs and Program Evaluation

Participation data, particularly that collected over time, are needed to
determine the success of adult education, community college, WIA, and
JFES programs. More dataon changesinincome are needed to determine
the impact of these systems on workforce development and career
advancement.

While the infrastructure has been in place to track students since the
early 1990s, Connecticut Departments of Education and Higher
Education dataare currently collected primarily on those adult education
students who develop explicit program goals and community college
studentsenrolled in credit courses. The colleges survey new and transfer
students enrolling in credit courses about their educational goals and
socioeconomic status, but the sameinformation isnot obtained for students
enrolled in non-credit programs. (The federal government may require
community collegesto seek and report thisinformation in the next few
years through the Perkins Student L oan program.) Similarly, data gaps
exist in the adult education system due to survey-based data collection
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that typically resultsinlow responserates. Consequently, thereisnot an
accurate estimate of the number of students from the adult education
program who actually enter postsecondary education and training
programs or those who take community college courses without
completing a degree program.

More data also are needed for WIA and JFES participants to determine
how effective the state’s efforts are to move welfare recipients into the
workforce and help workers remain employed and transition to
progressively higher paying jobs, and become self-suficient.

In particular, further support is needed to strengthen the infrastructure
across programs so that community colleges, workforceinvestment boards,
TFA, and adult education can better track and assess program participants
and their joint work-related results.

Effective Workforce Development Strategies

Several policies make up the battery of economic and workforce
development strategies that are working across the country and in
Connecticut. Thesepoliciesinclude building connectionsamong businesses
and higher education and supporting programs that provide outreach to
low-income workers, assessments, remedial supports, and case
management to ensure long-term job retention.

According to an analysis of workforce training and education effortsin
Bridgeport and in other parts of the country conducted by the Bridgeport
Child Advocacy Coalition, factorsthat have been shown to improve job
placement and retention among TFA recipientsinclude:

*  Pre-and post-employment support servicesincluding extended
home visiting by ateam of trainersand job counselors;

* Enrollment cohorts of 50 participants or less (as opposed to
100 or more);

* Incentives or bonuses to employees who remain on the job
for six months or some specific period of time;

» Jobtraining conducted in shopsand classroomsthat simulate
thework environment;

* Intensive training—35 hours per week for more than six
months—resulting in alicense or certificate;

* On-site education supports such as General Education
Diplomapreparation and ESL training; and

e Assistance with child care and transportation.®®

A number of programs in Connecticut and other states illustrate the

success that can be attained when the right elements of workforce
devel opment are combined.
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The Hartford Jobs Funnel

The Hartford Jobs Funnel (HJF) was organized in 1999 with the objective of placing qualified
Hartford residents new to the building trades into employment leading to productive careers in the
construction industry. The principal focus was on job opportunities created during the construction
phase of severa major state-supported devel opment projectsintended to revitalize downtown Hartford
under the oversight and direction of the Capital City Economic Development Authority, a quasi-
public state agency created in 1998.

The scope of the effort has been expanded recently to include job opportunitiesfor Hartford residents
in the businesses that have opened in these various buildingsfollowing their construction. However,
HJF's principal emphasis remains on career opportunities in the construction industry.

HJF is funded by the State of Connecticut Office for Workforce Competitiveness, the Hartford
Foundation for Public Giving, Capital Workforce Partners (the regional workforceinvestment board),
Connecticut Light & Power and the City of Hartford. HJF provides an array of community-based
services to prospective job candidates, including assessment and testing, remedial math instruction,
pre-employment preparation services and workplace-related workshops, job referral and matching,
intensive case management and retention support services. HJF staff work closely with employers
to insure that their expectations are met. A broad-based Steering Committee representing key
constituencies and interests from across the city provides guidance and oversight.

Since 1999 more than 4,000 Hartford residents have participated in an HJF initial orientation.
Participants are broadly representative of the racial and ethnic demographic diversity of Hartford
and come from al of the city’s various neighborhoods. Approximately 900 residents have been
placed into employment, of whom more than 300 have enrolled in apprenticeship programs. The
average starting wage for those apprentices exceeds $13 an hour (with benefits), with an average
hourly starting salary for all other HJF construction hires averaging about $15. A recent analysis of
job retention results suggests that as many as 90 percent of those HJF participants placed into
construction jobs between 1999-2002 remained employed at the close of 2004, with average annual
wages of at least $29,000.%
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Connecting Business with Higher Education

Business and Connecticut’'s community and four-year colleges have
developed productive relationships. As community colleges are often
the entry point into the postsecondary system for adult workers, they are
the perfect incubator for business and industry-related training. Discrete
funding has allowed some partnershipsto devel op related to manufacturing
innovation and preparation for careers. Several community collegeshave
instituted support centers for targeted industry sectors including: the
Precision Machine I nstitute at Asnuntuck Community Collegein Enfield,
thePlagtics | ngtitute at Quinebaug Valey Community Collegein Danielson,
the Lean Manufacturing curriculum at Housatonic Community College
in Bridgeport, and the partnership between Capital Community College
inHartford and the Insurance and Financia ServicesCluster.®® In addition,
a number of local Connecticut hospitals are investing in community
colleges, private colleges, and the state' s public university systemto provide
coursesin alied health to fill the shortage in nursing and other medical
staff positions.

Education: An Economic Development Tool

Minnesotamight seem astrange model for economic devel opment in Connecticut: it'scold, definitely
not a Sunbelt state, and not known for its rapid growth. But Minnesota rose steadily from about
twenty-fifth in per capitaincome in the 1950s to eighth highest in 2001. This growth continues,
catapulting Minnesota’ s per capitaincome above neighboring Plainsand Great L akes states. Income
growth has been due to severa factors, including an increase in the proportion of Minnesotans
employed, an increase in earnings per worker, and increased productivity.*?

Increased productivity is due in part to the increased skills and education of Minnesota residents
over the past 50 years, compared to Americans as a whole. In 1950, Minnesotans had close to
the national averages in high school and college education. In 2000, Minnesota ranked seventh
among states for bachelor’s degrees, and third among states for high school diplomas. A good
educational system does not guarantee strong economic growth—high school and college graduates
must remain in the state, and there must be enough jobs that demand their educational skills.*

Minnesota' s |eaders recognize theimportance of an educated and skilled workforceto its economy
and have invested accordingly. In the 1980s, they created the Minnesota Job Skills Partnership
Program. Businesses, principally manufacturers, receive a state matching grant for customized
training of their workers, primarily through community colleges. The success of this program
led to creation of programs serving particular sectors, including health care and human services,
using federal TANF funds. 1n 2001, the state created the L ow-Wage Worker Employer Training
Program, which provides vouchers for short-term training to service providersfor use by working
parents who earn less than 200% FPL.#

Other factors contributed to Minnesota’'s success including: diversification of the economy; a
shrinking agricultural sector, which generally pays|ow wages; regional governance; and tax-base
sharing in the Twin Cities region.
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As noted previously, a number of reports that support innovative
workforce devel opment ideasto assist low-incomeworkersare available
for policymakers' review. Among them are:

e TheGovernor's Competitiveness Council report, Partnership
for Growth II: A Competitiveness Agenda for Connecticut,
that recommends focusing on worker training and an
expanded business’community college connection;

e Building Skills to Compete in a Changing Economy:
Connecticut’s Workforce Education Initiative, a report to
the Connecticut Department of Education on the state's
incumbent worker training programs; and

e The2005Annual Plan of the Connecticut Employment and
Training Commission and the Connecticut Office for
Workforce Competitiveness, that directly addresses
workforce education and training needs.

The Path of Educational Achievement

Neither the state's preschool nor K-12 public education systems is a
subject of thisreport. However, it is clear from data cited here, such as
the state’ srank for students graduating from high school (fifteenth) and
studentsin community college enrolledin remedial education (20 percent),
that major issues need to br addressed by all of the state’s education
systems. Thisisespecialy truefor children from poorer school districts
if we hope to produce the high-quality workforce the state's employers
require. Thereis strong evidence that quality preschool programs are
highly effectiveinvestmentsto improvelife-long outcomesfor children,
particularly low-income children.® In the interest of improving
employment outcomes for future workers, links between business and
secondary education must be strengthened. Other states have done a
better job implementing programs and policiesto close the achievement
gap between low- and high-income students.*® Connecticut needs to
follow their lead.

Connecticut Association for Human Services



RECOMMENDATIONS
Preparing Low-Wage Workers for Higher-Skill Jobs

Probably no area of public investment yields such compelling outcomes as investments in education,
from preschool to college. Increased state funding would narrow Connecticut’s alarming divides in
educational attainment, income, and assets while devel oping the workforce employersneed. State policies
can help better prepare low-wage workers for higher-skill jobs.

Policymakers should:

1. Remove the legidatively imposed spending cap for funding of adult education programs.

2. Expand ESL programsand increaseinvestment in ESL to providethe state’sworking immigrants
with afair chance to improve their lives and successfully integrate into the mainstream.

3. Re-dlocate federa welfare funds to education and training programs and modify restrictions
on education. Since lack of education isamajor barrier to employment for welfare recipients,
Connecticut should allow TFA participants to enroll in postsecondary education as their work
requirement and re-allocate federal welfare funds from other services to job training and
education. The state should aso evaluate the Jobs First Employment Services program with
the explicit goals of increasing workforce participation, job retention, and income over time.
The state should set a standard of self-sufficiency for TFA leavers and regularly measure its
progress in achieving that standard.

4. Increase access to higher education for disadvantaged and part-time students and workers,
restore and i ncrease need-based financial aid for higher education and allow need-based financia
aid to students enrolled in non-credit, workforce devel opment classes at community colleges.

5. Support the effectiveness of workforce competitiveness and economic development efforts,
expand data collection for all adult education and community college students so that
information on non-credit students is collected as it is for credit students. Use assessment
results to improve outcomes related to completion rates, career advancement, and wage
increases.

6. Expand the state’s incumbent worker education efforts administered by the Connecticut
Departments of Labor, Education, and Higher Education. Establish acentral access point for
employersand employees seeking information on program availability. Devel op funding sources
to off-set employer costs and encourage participation.

7. Expand and restore successful workforce development programs, especially those that provide
career assessment, case management, and retention support for low-wage workers. These
include the Hartford Jobs Funnel and the Customized Job Training Program. As with state
agencies and business-specific efforts, comprehensive, continuing evaluation is needed for
programs of the regional workforceinvestment boards, with an emphasis on effectively moving
low-wage workers into higher-paying jobs.

8. Strengthen the links between business and public higher education institutions, especially
community colleges, to promote workforce education and training. In particular, the 2004
report of the Governor’s Competitiveness Council noted the need to develop, with industry,
skill standards, programs to meet those standards, and career ladders for workforce entrants.
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DID YOU KNOW . . .

» The bottom 20 percent of
Connecticut workers pays 10
percent of their incomein state and
local property, income, and sales
taxes, compared to six percent paid
by the top one percent of the
state’s residents.*

In 2003, 156,500 Connecticut
residents claimed and received the
federal Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC), bringing almost $250
million into the state.?

In 2003, 14 percent (280,150) of
Connecticut residents between the
ages of 19 and 64 were uninsured.®

» The state’s child care subsidy
program for low-income families
has had its funding cut almost in
half since 2002. As a result,
enrollment statewide has dropped
by almost half.4

CHAPTER 4 SUPPORT FOR WORK, SUPPORT FOR
CONNECTICUT’S ECONOMY

VisioN: All Connecticut families are able to meet their basic
needs and receive work supports related to their
employment.

There will aways be a demand for low-skill jobs. Security guards,
janitors, store clerks, and many others are the very people who keep
communities, businesses, and the rest of us functioning. The people
who fill these positions, typically, are not teenagers working their first
jobs after school. They have sons, daughters, and spouses who rely on
thefinancial support of their work.
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In many ways, Connecticut is one of the more progressive statesin the
country for the number of people with health insurance, wages that
exceed the federal minimum, and benefits for unemployed workers and
those on disability. However, high health care and other costs are making
itincreasingly difficult for small businessesto guaranteefinancial security
for their workers. The shift in the social contract between employers
and employees has|ed to more short-term, low-paying work, increasing
turnover rates, and lower unionization rates.

Too often in our increasingly fast-paced world, short-term solutions are
adopted that do not solve long-term social problems and fail to
acknowledge our interdependence. Just like buying a house, an
investment in Connecticut’sworking familieswill increasein value over
time. Strengthening supports for small businessesto assist the families
they employ will benefit everyonein Connecticut, and providing supports
to low-incomeworkerswill establish afirm financial foundation for their
advancement.

To move low-wage workers out of poverty requires the development of
policies and programs that make work pay and help people keep their
jobs. Public investments should include changes in state income tax
policies, such asthe creation of astate Earned IncomeTax Credit (EITC),
expansion of health care coverage, and work supports—including child
care subsidies, transportation, improved accessto public benefits. Low-
wage workers al so should have the ability to unionize.

Taxes and Wages

Low-income working families pay surprisingly
regressive taxes. The bottom 20 percent of
Connecticut workerspay 10 percent of their income
in state and local property, income, and sales taxes,
compared to six percent paid by the top one percent
of the state's residents. While the wealthiest pay
considerably morein terms of the amount of tax they
contribute, the poorest pay a greater proportion of
their earnings—more than twice the percentage of
total income paid by the wealthiest families, after
offsetsfor federal deductionsaretaken into account.®
Even though Connecticut residents in the lowest income quintile pay
very littleincometax, they are hit harder by the state sales tax than any
other income group, paying almost eight times the percentage that the
highest quintile pays.®

Thefederal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) was created in the 1970s
to address inequities in the tax system and reward work for low-wage
workers. The EITC raises more families out of poverty than any other
policy or program.” Familiescan only accessthisresourceif at least one
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member of the household isworking and if they claim the credit on their
Internal Revenue Service tax return. In 2003, the maximum credit was
$4,200, with the highest benefits going to families earning between $10,000
and $14,000 annually.

In 2003, 156,500 Connecticut residentsreceived thefederal EITC, bringing
almost $250 million into the state.® That same year, an estimated 15-25
percent of U.S. workerseligiblefor the credit failed to claimit.® Applying
these estimates to Connecticut, more than 50,000 househol dsin the state
may be eligible for, but fail to apply for, the credit. More outreach and
publicinformation isneeded to increase Connecticut residents’ participation
in the federal EITC.

The best way to lift some of the tax burden off of Connecticut’s low-
income workersisto create astate EITC, following the lead of 18 other
states, including all in the Northeast (except New Hampshire, which has
no income tax).

Creating a 20 percent refundable state EITC would return one-fifth of
thefedera credit to eligiblefamilieseven if they do not owe stateincome
taxes. This money would bring families closer to self-sufficiency,
compensatein part for the higher proportion of their incomethat goesto
sales and other taxes, and reward them for their employment—one of
the original goals of the federal EITC. A 20 percent refundable state
credit would provide more than $300 to the average eligible family with
children, based on federal credits that average more than $1,500. The
cost to the state would be about $40 million.

Similarly, thefederal Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit compensates
families who pay for child care to participate in the workforce. The
federal credit allows familiesto claim part of their employment-related
care expenses for children under the age of 13 and disabled adult
dependents. Connecticut isoneof afew statesthat have not implemented
a Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit.

Healthcare: Who Is Insured and Who Is Not

According to the Kaiser Family Foundation, a large
majority of Connecticut residents had health insurance
coveragein 2002-2003. Approximately 86 percent of the
state's adults between the ages of 19 and 64 (1,723,880)
were insured either by an employer’s policy, Medicare,
Medicaid, or their own individual policy. As many as
280,150 adults are uninsured.’® The impact of so many
adults without health insurance cannot be ignored. The
Connecticut Office of Health Care Access (OHCA)
reported that in 2003, uncompensated care cost state
hospitalsalmost $300 million.™

Connecticut Association for Human Services

SOWING PROSPERITY



Working
Part-Time
14%

Contrary to popular perception, most of those without health insurance
areworking. Again, according to the Kaiser Family Foundation, in 2002-
2003, 66 percent of Connecticut’s non-elderly individuals (birth to age
64) who were uninsured (235,280) worked full time or lived in families
with adults who worked full time (Figure 6). Fourteen percent (49,680)
worked part-time or lived in families with adults who worked part time.
Only 20 percent (70,230) were not working or living in familieswhereno
one worked.*?

Uninsured Individuals in Connecticut by Work Status
2002-2003

Not Working
20%

Working Full Time
66%

Figure 6. The Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation, State Health Care Facts 2002-2003. Retrieved
August 18, 2005 from http://www.stateheal thfacts.org/cgi-bin/heal thfacts.cgi ?action=profile& area=
Connecticut& category=Heal th+Coverage+percent26+Uninsured& subcategory=Nonel derly+Uninsured& topic=

Distribution+by+Employment+Status
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The Connecticut State Children’s Health Insurance Plan (SCHIP), also
called Healthcarefor Uninsured Kidsand Youth (HUSKY B), wassigned
into law in 1997 and only coverschildren under the age of 19in families
with income over 185% FPL. Families receiving HUSKY B pay a
monthly premium aswell as co-payments based on a sliding scale with
progressively higher levels of payment asincome increases.

The HUSKY A plan, Connecticut’s Medicaid coverage for children and
low-incomefamilies, isavailable to pregnant women and children under
19 with income less than 185% FPL ; parents with income below 150 %
FPL also are covered. HUSKY A covers al medical expenses without
amonthly premium and requiresno co-pay. Annually, Connecticut spends
over $680 million on HUSKY A and B, covering more than 320,000
people.

During the 2003 | egid ative session, Connecticut lawmakersvoted to lower
HUSKY A digibility from 150% to 100% FPL for parents and other
relative caregivers in order to balance the rising price of care. Two
groups of parents were affected by this decision. Parents and relative
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caregiversenrolled in HUSKY A at the time of the decision, who would
have lost HUSKY eligibility as aresult of the lower income levels and
who had income from employment or child support, were transferred to
Transitional Medical Assistance (TMA). TMA provides health care
coverage when adults who have income from those two sources lose
Medicaid eigibility. Thechangein digibility affected approximately 18,000
adults.*

The second group affected include those who were newly applying became
unable to receive HUSKY A or TMA while the lower limits were in
effect between 2003 and 2005.%° In 2005, the Connecticut legislature
reverseditsdecision and raised HUSKY A dligibility back to 150 percent
FPL.

Twice during the past two legidlative sessions, the Connecticut General
Assembly voted to impose a premium and co-payments on HUSKY A
parents. In 2003, the state was authorized by the General Assembly to
impose premiums on families with incomes less than 50% FPL and co-
paysonofficevisitsfor all HUSKY A participants, an action that requires
the state to request awaiver from the federal government. The waiver
was never applied for, and the authorization for the co-pays and the
premiums was repealed in 2004. In 2005, the Connecticut legidature
again voted to impose premiums and co-paymentson HUSKY A families
with incomes between 100% and 150% FPL. The state of Connecticut
had not applied for afederal waiver for this second decision at the time
of thiswriting.

Connecticut Association for Human Services

SOWING PROSPERITY



Percent of Firms

46

Employee Health Care Coverage

According to OHCA, 86 percent of businessesin the state employ fewer
than 20 people. Although amajority offer employer-sponsored insurance,
39 percent do not (Figure 7). Forty-nine percent of businesses offer
coverage for the employee only and no dependent coverage.'®
Companiesthat fail to offer health insurance to their employees cite the
high cost of premiums astheir primary barrier.

For small businessesthat do offer health insurance, itiscostly. Connecticut
ranks third in the nation (including the District of Columbia) for the
highest health care costs, according to the Small Business Survival Index.”’

Employer-Sponsored Insurance by Size of Firm

73%
64%

41%
29%

<5 5-19

Connecticut - 2004

89%

85%
61%
51%
W Some type of
employee cowerage
. | mDependent coverage
20+ All

Number of Employees

Figure 7. Connecticut Office of Health Care Access, “2004 Small Employer
Health Insurance Survey — Focus on Results.” November 2004. Retrieved
October 9, 2005 from http://www.cerc.com/pdfs/taxation.pdf; Institute on

Taxation and Economic Policy.
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Meanwhile, some of the biggest businesseswith the resourcesto provide
better coverage to employees are shifting a portion of the burden of
health care costs onto taxpayers. The most notable example of thisin
Connecticut is Wal-Mart; many of their employees receive HUSKY A
benefits. In 2005, Wal-Mart employed 824 adult HUSKY A recipients
who had 1,683 children also covered by the HUSKY A plan.’®

While Wal-Mart does offer a health care plan, it has high monthly

premiumsand isonly readily availableto employeeswho work 35 hours
or more a week.’® [n this situation, for low-income workers the best
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option for health care isthe HUSKY plan. However, for taxpayers the
burden of providing health coverage for Wal-Mart employees alone is
over $5.5 million ayear.?> Combined with Stop & Shop supermarkets
and Laidlaw school transportation, two other large companies with a
high number of employees using HUSKY, the cost to Connecticut
taxpayers reaches almost $15 million.#

During the 2005 Connecticut legislative session, health care access
received much attention from those desiring to expand employee coverage
aswell asthose wishing to reduce employer costs. Health care advocates
introduced legidlation referred to as “Play or Pay,” an approach that
expands health care access by requiring employers to either offer their
employees health care coverage or pay into a state insurance fund. The
legislation would have covered companieswith 100 employees or more.
Fineswould beimposed for employerswho did not pay. The Connecticut
proposal did not make it through committee, but advocates plan to seek
legidlative support for the proposal during the 2006 session.?? To expand
health care coverageto thosewho remain uninsured, either the Connecticut
legislature or Congresswill need to implement legidlation that mandates
coverage by employers or adopts anew, universal, government-financed
health care system.

Several hillshave been introduced in the Connecticut legislature over the
past few years to reduce insurance costs to businesses by shifting
responsibility for payment to employees or removing recently imposed
mandates for specific coverage (i.e., mental health and substance abuse
treatment). These employer-based proposals, referred to as “flexible”
benefits, have not passed into law but also arelikely to resurfacein 2006.
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Justice for Janitors (J4)) — Connecticut

Since the mid-1980s the Service Employees International Union (SEIU) has organized low-wage
janitors across the U.S. As aresult, janitors and other service workersin several large cities have
won contracts for higher wages, health and retirement benefits, and full time work.

Justice for Janitors has been successful here in Connecticut. I1n 1999, based on the work of J4J,
the Connecticut legislature passed the Standard Wage Act that required any state contract with
outside firms entered into after 2000 to include a wage rate determined by the Connecticut
Commissioner of Labor and employeebenefits. Asaresult, awage and benefit floor was established
for employers of food, building, property, and equipment services. The Standard Wage is based
on the minimum hourly wage set by the federal Register of Wage Determinations under the
Service Contract Act. A 30 percent surcharge of the hourly rate is added for the cost of health
and retirement benefits. Employers found out of compliance are charged a civil penalty. Sample
contract rates cited on the Connecticut Department of Labor web site in the fall 2005 included:
$11.13 an hour for janitors, $9.11 an hour for parking lot attendants, and $10.17 an hour for
cashiers.?®

Stamford organizers were also successful in 2000 when SEIU Local 531 and 2,000 workers won
a contract raising wages from $6.15 to $9.00 an hour and including medical and retirement

benefits.?
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Family and Medical Leave

Connecticut hasrelatively advanced family and medical leave policies.
Though leaveisunpaid, private-sector companiesemploying 75 or more
employeesmust provide 16 weeks of leave during a24-month period for
employees with the company for at least one year. Public employees
areeligiblefor 24 weeksof leave. Timeaway fromwork isavailablefor
birth, adoption, or carefor anill child, parent, spouse, or spouse’s parent
with a serious health condition, or to act as an organ or bone marrow
donor. Employers can choose to substitute paid sick days and vacation
timefor unpaidleave. Theemployee must beableto returnto her previous
position with the sameleve of pay and benefits. If unableto fulfill previous
job requirements, the employee must be transferred to a comparable
position, if oneisavailable. ®

In 2003, abill that would have established a Family Temporary Disability
Insurance program to reimburse some portion of employee salarieswas
proposed in the Connecticut General Assembly. It did not makeit out of
committee, however. If passed, thisproposal would have provided up to
six weeks of partial wage replacement for any employee covered under
the Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA) who had aseriousillness, had a
spouse or child with aseriousillness, or for arecent birth or adoption.?®
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Work Supports

For many low-skilled workers, access to child care, transportation, and
basic benefits are the glue that make job retention possible. The state
does little to help working parents access child care subsidies or other
benefits, even though employers frequently find that their low-wage
employees are unable to work effectively because of transportation and
other family-related problems. In fact, as part of the budget cuts from
2001-2003, all state funding for benefits outreach was eliminated, and it
has not been restored.

Currently, access to benefits is impeded by the absence of a common
application and theinability to file for benefits electronically. Improved
access to benefits-including child care subsidies, food stamps and other
nutrition programs, health care coverage, energy assistance, and more—
would improve the quality of life for low-income working families and
should be part of acontinuum that movesfamiliestoward self-sufficiency.
Improved access al so would create more stability for low-wage workers,
increase employee retention, and reduce absenteeism.

Child Care

Child care costs consume a big chunk of low-wage
working parents’ paychecks. Thosewho cannot afford
regulated care often pay in lost wages due to the
unreliability of that care. Between July 2002 and June
2003, 40 percent of participants of the Jobs First
Employment Services (the state program for working
recipients of cash assistance) indicated that child care
wasthe biggest barrier for them to obtain and maintain
ajob.?

The Care 4 Kids program, Connecticut’'s child care

subsidy for low-incomefamilies, had itsfunding cut by

approximately 44 percent, from $122 million to $69 million, between 2002
and 2005. Consequently, in 2004, enrollment statewide dropped by amost
half, from 28,174 to 15,271 (Figure 8).2 Only a small fraction of this
funding has been restored. Rhode Island, with a population less than
one-third of Connecticut’s, had only dightly fewer children enrolledinits
state child care subsidy program than did Connecticut inits Care 4 Kids
program. (Rhode Island enrolled 13,810 childrenin 2004.)%

Connecticut provides child care subsidiesfor enrolling familieswho earn
50 percent of the state median income (SMI) or less. TFA families are
allowed to receive the subsidy until their earnings reach 55 percent of
SMI. Theincomeaof working, non-TFA familiescan increaseto 75 percent
SMI before they become ineligible. Federal law caps eligibility at 85
percent of the SMI.
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Two policy decisions associated with the Care 4 Kids budget cuts have
adversely affected eligible families. First, the primary group dropped
from eligibility was working families who were not receiving TFA
assistance.®*® Second, for the past severa years, millions of dollars
alocated to the Care 4 Kids program have gone unspent due to under-
enrollment—not becausethereisno need, but because of stricter eigibility
standardsand lack of outreach toinform familiesof their eigibility. Rather
than reinvesting this money in the program, these unspent Care 4 Kids
dollarshave been restored to the General Fund to boost the state’s surplus
or cover deficitsin other lineitems.3! These decisions penalizefamilies
who work and play by the rules.

Connecticut Children Receiving Care 4 Kids by Family Status
2002-2004
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Figure 8. Peg Oliveira, Separating Fact From Fiction: Myths About the Adequacy of Funding for Care 4 Kids. New
Haven, CT; Connecticut Voices For Children, (May 2005): 1. Retrieved July 25, 2005 from http://www.ctkidslink.org/
publications/ece05hartford05.pdf
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Transportation

Transportation is a major problem for low-income working parents in
Connecticut. Public transportation outside the central citiesis limited
despite the fact that over time, more and more jobs have moved to the
suburbs. Even where public transportation is available, it is difficult for
some parentsto coordinate bus schedul es to take their young children to
child care and get to work. Many low-wage jobs are for nontraditional
work hourswhen buses do not run. Because Connecticut is so dependent
on automabiles, many employerswill not hire an applicant who does not
have a car.

Creative solutionsto addresstransportation problemsinclude Good News
Garage and extended hours of bus service. Good News Garage accepts
used car donations, repairs the vehicles, and gives them to low-income
familiesto enable them to get and keep jobs. The program, operated by
Lutheran Social Services of New England, has contracts with the state
Department of Social Servicesfor TFA recipients who are employed or
seeking jobs, and with Empower New Haven for residents of the city’s
Empowerment Zone. CT Transit, the public bus system in the Hartford,
New Haven, and Stamford areas, hasworked with local groupsto expand
bus service for low-income workers, such as extending hours to match
retailers’ schedules.

Resolution of the state’s overall transportation problems seems always
to be on policymakers' long “to do” lists. Federal transportation dollars
are received by the state to assist WIA and TFA participants with
transportation to work but have not been acatalyst for change. Ultimately,
there has been a dearth of support for truly addressing the systemic
transportation problems that low-income workersface daily.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Improving Self-Sufficiency and Job Retention for Low-Wage Workers

Connecticut needs to do more in tax policy, health care, child care, and transportation to facilitate
participation in the workforce. Employment policies that assist low-wage workers with families
improve the quality of lifefor all state residents. Generating greater participation in the labor force
leads to higher tax revenue, more economically secure families, and a stronger state economy.

Policymakers should:

1. Increase fairness in the state’s tax structure and reward low-wage work.

*  Witha?20 percent refundable state EITC, eligible familieswould receive one-fifth
of the federal credit, even if they do not owe state income taxes. This money
would bring families closer to self-sufficiency, compensate in part for the higher
proportion of their incomethat goesto sales and other taxes compared to wealthy
households, and reward them for their employment.

»  Connecticut should also enact a Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit to ease
the tax burden for low- and middle-income families with children in child care.
The federal credit could serve as amodel.

2. Restore cuts in Care 4 Kids, the state’s child care subsidy program, and make other
program improvements. Theseinclude extending eligibility to all familiesearning up to
75 percent of the state median income. DSS should streamline the enrollment and re-
determination processes. Connecticut should provide program outreach and allow open
enrollment for income-eligiblefamiliesto increase workforce participation.

3. Improve health care access for low-income workers. This should include expanding
HUSKY A coverage for parents earning up to 185 percent of the federal poverty level
(tomatchincome eligibility for children), reversing the decision to impose co-payments
and premiums for HUSKY A, and improving family and medical leave provisions. The
state should support the devel opment of partnerships between employersand community
health providers so that information and direct services, such as screenings and treatment,
can be made available to employees. The state should assist small business and
microenterprise in offering health care insurance to their employees. Access to mental
and behavioral health services should be available for low-income workers.

4. Increase participationin public benefits programsthat help low-incomeworking families
meet their basic needs. The state should allow electronic filing for an array of benefits,
create common applicationsfor multiple programs, and reduce casel oadsfor state agency
workers. Connecticut should create regional business centers to provide information
about state resources and public benefits to keep employees working and in turn keep
businesses productive. Such centers should be easily accessible for employers and
employees.

5. Appoint alegidative commission to investigate possible solutionsto public transportation
problems faced by low-income residents, particularly those living in central cities. A
timetablefor the development and implementation of solutions should be established with
the commission’s charge.
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