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INTRODUCTION
Experience tells us that accountability matters. This lesson is learned and acted on in every
societal entity — government, school, family, union, non-profit or corporation. Recently the
media has examined the consequences of a lack of accountability by companies, by govern-
ment and by some religious leaders. All organizations, large or small, must monitor them-
selves. Pennsylvania government is no different.  

The theme of this publication, Workforce 2002: Measuring What Matters, is an outgrowth
of our gubernatorial campaign briefing paper: Workforce and Economic Development: 
An Agenda for Pennsylvania’s Next Governor. This document outlined six reform principles
and included a color-coded schematic summary of Pennsylvania’s $1.3 billion workforce 
system. In it we proposed that the next Governor provide a comprehensive evaluation of 
the workforce system through an annual performance report. 

This new publication takes our vision a step further by providing a model for this annual
report. It proposes a format based on extensive research and the experience of other states.
In addition, the model’s evaluation framework explicitly describes the relationship between
workforce outcomes and economic development goals. For Pennsylvania to dramatically
improve the workforce system it must understand the return on its current investment, 
especially its impact on economic development. This kind of performance measurement 
can identify key challenges as well as be a catalyst for improving individual programs and
generating a more productive system.

Our annual analysis of Greater Philadelphia’s labor market information is included in 
Section III of Workforce 2002. This yearly check on key regional workforce indicators 
is an important complement to the statewide analysis. While workforce and economic 
development policies are the responsibility of state officials and many programs are 
operated by state entities, economies within the state can differ significantly from region 
to region. This annual supply and demand analysis is a very useful approach to monitoring
progress and identifying key issues at the local level. In fact, our customer service training
and information technology initiatives grew out of a better understanding of Philadelphia’s
regional economy.

Workforce 2002: Measuring What Matters is the third workforce report produced by The
Reinvestment Fund (TRF) and its workforce initiative, the Regional Workforce Partnership
(RWP). You may obtain additional copies and previous TRF publications from our website at
www.trfund.com. 

We thank everyone who provided suggestions and constructive criticism for this report. We
especially want to thank Maggie McCullough who provided the majority of the research,
writing and layout ideas for this project. 

David W. Lacey Fred Dedrick
Chairman President
Regional Workforce Partnership Regional Workforce Partnership
& &
Member, Board of Directors Director of Workforce Development
The Reinvestment Fund (TRF) The Reinvestment Fund (TRF)
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A Look at Other States
Pennsylvania has been recognized by the National Governor’s Association (NGA) as
one of the few states to develop “system-wide” indicators to evaluate the effective-
ness of its whole workforce system in serving the needs of its customers. A look 
at other state experiences, a review of NGA literature and new information about
forthcoming federal performance measures reveal, however, that Pennsylvania has 
the potential to do much more — to measure not just the effectiveness of its 
programs in serving employers and job-seekers, but to understand the impact of 
its programs, collectively, on the state’s economy and workforce in order to make 
on-going improvements to the system.

While each of the four states discussed here has differently organized workforce 
systems, varied goals and outcomes for their programs, smaller or larger budgets,
and are in different stages of implementation, each articulates the same need to 
measure the system-wide performance of workforce programs in order to:

m Understand the cumulative effect of their workforce 
investments on the state’s economy and workforce

m Be held accountable to the public for its tax dollars

m And, most importantly, improve performance.

Each of these states has devised a different way to achieve this — and some still
focus more on accountability than on impact — but, each provides invaluable
insights for Pennsylvania’s next administration.

7

N E W  Y O R K  

“Performance measures will not only benefit program operators, who can 
use them to monitor the system and continuously improve services, but also
system customers, who will be able to use the information to make informed
comparisons across programs.”

New York intends to develop a comprehensive accountability system with an 
easy-to-understand report card based on system-wide measures for five desired
outcomes related to:

m Employment and Self-Sufficiency m Employability and Skill Attainment

m Customer Satisfaction m Efficiency and Public Benefit

m Economic Development

Throughout, New York intends to emphasize customer satisfaction and encourage
continuous improvement through world-class benchmarks.

Source: www.workforcenewyork.org
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W A S H I N G T O N  

“The report discusses the results of programs in terms of the seven desired outcomes 
for the state training system established by the Workforce Training and Education
Coordinating Board.”

Every two years Washington State’s Workforce Training and Education Coordinating 
Board produces an easy-to-read evaluation of Washington’s workforce training system. 
The purpose of the evaluation is to analyze the results of workforce training programs and
to recommend areas for improvement. The report accounts for 90 percent of the public
expenditures in the state workforce development system. Board staff, along with independ-
ent evaluators, conducts the evaluation using a host of data sources: participant records,
mail and telephone surveys, unemployment wage records and computer matches with 
community and technical college enrollments. The report answers basic questions about
each of the state’s workforce programs and looks across programs to evaluate the 
state’s seven basic workforce outcomes:

m Competencies: Washington’s workforce possesses the skills and abilities required 
in the workplace

m Employment: Washington’s workforce finds employment opportunities
m Earnings: Washington’s workforce achieves a family-wage standard of living from 

earned income
m Productivity: Washington’s workforce is productive
m Reduced Poverty: Washington’s workforce lives above poverty
m Customer Satisfaction: Workforce development participants and their employers are 

satisfied with workforce development services and results
m Return on Investment: Workforce development programs provide returns that exceed 

program costs

Source: www.wtb.wa.gov/publications.html

M A R Y L A N D

“This initiative grew from the Board’s request to establish a ‘report card’ that could be used
to evaluate the Maryland workforce system’s success and areas that needed focus, and to
identify information the Board could use to address systemic results.”

In response to a request of its Workforce Board, Maryland set out to define no more 
than 10 measures that related to the Board’s four system-wide goals:

m A workforce development system that produces the best educated and 
most highly skilled workforce in the world

m A labor market system that provides students, job-seekers, incumbent workers,
students, out-of-school youth, and employers the labor market and training 
information and assistance they need

m A governance system that focuses on unified planning, continuous improvement 
and accountability for results

m Universal recognition of Maryland’s success in developing a world-class 
workforce development system

The state compiled a list of 36 measures, which it narrowed down to 10 by evaluating the popu-
larity of the measure and the feasibility of obtaining data. From these, the workgroup selected
those measures that “best reflected a global system view and related to the Board’s four goals.”

Source: www.nga.org/center/frontAndCenter/1,1188,C_FRONT_CENTER^D_834,00.html
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T H E  F E D E R A L  G O V E R N M E N T

“The Bush Administration is on the verge of announcing a plan for common
performance measures for workforce development programs funded by seven
federal agencies, including 17 programs within the Department of Labor.”

The plan, which was developed cooperatively by the seven agencies under the
direction of the White House’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB), will 
be outlined in statute as soon as program authorizations come up for renewal.
Four of the common measures gauge the performance of education, employment
and training for adults: 

m Entered employment rate

m Employment retention rate

m Earnings gain from pre-enrollment levels

m Efficiency (total program cost per participant)

Four related measures will be used to gauge performance of occupational 
training for youth:

m Entered employment rate

m Credentials earned

m Return to or advancing in school

m Efficiency (total program cost per participant)

Source: Current Developments in Employment and Training, National Governors
Association, September 10, 2002.

“To effectively 
measure results,
workforce partners
need common 
performance 
measures and 
indicators to which
they are accountable.
While the Workforce
Investment Act 
recognized the 
principle of shared
accountability for
results, it did not
provide system-wide
measures.”

Setting Oregon System-Wide
Performance Levels,
Worksource Oregon, 2000.

O R E G O N

“For Oregon’s workforce development programs to move from a collection of
separate programs to a system of inter-related, interdependent parts of a
whole, with the customer at their center, the concept of shared accountabili-
ty must become an intrinsically held value.”

Oregon recognized the need to develop system-wide measures that went beyond
individual Federal performance requirements of its various workforce programs
and created 14 outcome measures, or indicators, designed to measure the 
outputs of the system as a whole. These indicators are designed to reflect the
state’s success in preparing and sustaining a world class workforce and link to
state-level benchmarks. In this system, each program still has performance and
reporting obligations to “funding sources, to program goals and to individual job
performance.” Oregon expects shared accountability (to the 14 indicators) not to
undermine individual program accountability, but rather hopes that “individual
accountability will enhance the success of the system as a whole.”

Source: www.workforce.state.or.us/wfprograms/perflevels/default.htm



KEY COMPONENTS OF
PERFORMANCE REPORTING
The experiences of these states, NGA research, and recommendations from the
authors of The Balanced Scorecard combine to create a list of “key elements” for
Pennsylvania to incorporate in any annual evaluation framework it develops.

1. Articulate a common purpose
“The successful articulation of this common purpose 
across agencies and organizations is key to a powerful 
outcomes framework.” 1

The report should establish broad impacts of what should happen to the
Commonwealth’s workforce and economy as a result of the $1.3 billion investment.
These impacts must transcend the many different objectives of each of the 45 plus
programs and together articulate the “common purpose” of the workforce system. 

This is a difficult task. The categorical nature of the funding of these programs and
the political alliances within various departments or aligned to individual programs
gives the system a natural tendency to remain in programatic silos — rather than
force cooperation. 

2. Develop an evaluation framework
“The best Balanced Scorecards are more than collections 
of critical indicators or key success factors. The multiple
measures on a properly constructed scorecard should 
consist of a linked series of objectives and measures —
should incorporate both cause and effect relationships.” 2

The model report presented in the next section lays out a suggested “framework” 
of inter-related goals, outcomes and indicators for evaluating the performance and
impact of the state’s workforce system. This framework looks “outward” across 
programs to assess impact and “inward” into programs to assess performance and
results. In doing this, all of the states mentioned here emphasize that developing 
consensus around the goals, outcomes and indicators is crucial to the success of 
their efforts. The NGA acknowledges that it can be one of the most painful and
messy steps in developing a system-wide performance measurement system for any
group of governmental programs — but singularly, the most important. 

The next Governor of Pennsylvania must recognize this and bring the stakeholders
(agency heads, program directors and employers) together to meet around a set of
possible outcomes — and get consensus at both the state and local levels. This is
crucial. What is presented in the following section of this report is merely a “model”,
a format for the state to consider as it moves forward. Success is only possible in this
endeavor if stakeholders participate in the actual development of these goals, out-
comes and indicators. 

Measuring What Matters
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Families, and Communities.  National Governors Association.  June 2001. p. 3.

2. Kaplan, Robert and Norton, David. The Balanced Scorecard. 1996. p. 29
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3. Choose appropriate indicators and set reasonable targets
“Choosing indicators to quantify outcomes is one of the 
key processes in developing a healthy and workable 
outcomes-and-indicators framework.” 3

The model report that follows suggests a series of indicators the next administration
and its agencies might want to consider. These indicators are much more than a 
collection of success factors, but rather were chosen because they clearly roll-up into
a framework of goals and outcomes. The NGA and the authors of The Balanced
Scorecard suggest that in picking indicators, stakeholders should:

m Avoid picking too many indicators. Just pick those that are “compelling, 
available and non-intrusive.” 

m Avoid falling into the trap of “if you can’t measure what you want, want what you
can measure.” Don’t select indicators that, in the end, won’t reveal anything about
a program or system, just because it is something that you can measure.

m Pick indicators for which data is relatively easily obtained. 

m Choose indicators that are focused on results, not on activities. While it is impor-
tant to know how many people were served by a particular program (activity), 
it is more important to know how many received jobs and at what wages (results). 

m Select indicators that can be presented over time or are comparable from 
place to place.

m State indicators in positive terms.

The next administration and its stakeholders must also agree on the “targets” or
“benchmarks” for each indicator so they can judge not only whether an indicator 
is improving or declining, but if that level of improvement or decline is acceptable.
For example, if the state chooses to measure the unemployment rate as an indicator
of the workforce’s health, it would not be sufficient to merely measure if the rate
increased or decreased from year-to-year. Instead, the state needs to think of itself in
comparison to the nation or other states and set a target or benchmark that com-
pares its rate or change to others. All of these states, and the NGA, emphasize that
these targets and benchmarks must be reasonable —  and must be agreed to by the
stakeholders.

11
3. Hogan, Cornelius. Ibid., p. 5.
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4. Communicate results and recommend improvement
“Leaders need to put as least as much thought into how 
the data are presented and communicated as to how they 
are collected and analyzed.” 4

Once the stakeholders agree to the outcomes and indicators to be measured, the per-
formance report becomes the mechanism for simply and clearly showing the public what
happens as a result of the state’s investments. The report cannot take the place of any
federal program-reporting requirement, but rather presents a systematic review of the
entire workforce system for the Commonwealth and the public. Whether this takes place
through an annual report, such as the one suggested in this report, or another method
— the evaluation should, at a minimum, be:

m Reliable: The data used to evaluate an indicator must be credible, replicable,
verifiable and available. Credibility can be gained by having an independent entity
conduct the evaluation and issue the report for the Governor and the Workforce
Board.

m Transparent: The report should be easy for a layperson to read and understand, 
not filled with esoteric terminology or unexplained acronyms.

m Public: The state should publish and make available copies of the report each year.

m Focused: The report must be clear about its recommendations for improving perform-
ance. The Annual Performance Report should show where the system is falling short
and serve as a catalyst for change within the system. We do expect the report to
make recommendations for addressing the challenges presented in the evaluation, 
but specific strategies should be left to the administration and detailed in the
Commonwealth’s 5-year plan.

12

4. Kaplan, Robert and Norton, David. Ibid., p. 299.
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Evaluating the impact
of the workforce system 
and its programs
on economic development 
in Pennsylvania

A PROPOSED MODEL



Dear Fellow Pennsylvanian:

With great pleasure, I present to you this first comprehensive report on the 
performance of Pennsylvania’s workforce system. 

When I became Governor I promised to evaluate your $1.3 billion investment in
training, education, literacy, childcare and workforce infrastructure and make rec-
ommendations for improvement. My administration’s first step was to establish
clear economic development goals, which we did in our first months in office. 

Our second step was to develop succinct and measurable workforce development
outcomes that would have a strong, positive impact on these goals. My Workforce
Cabinet, the Pennsylvania Workforce Investment Board and key legislative leaders
developed these outcomes.

This report is our third step — an independent evaluation of the workforce
programs and systems.

As Governor, I am convinced that a well performing workforce development sys-
tem, based on efficient and productive programs, will not only help our residents
prepare for the jobs of the future, but will increase the competitiveness of our
firms, build wealth for employers and employees and reduce poverty. As this
report indicates, however, we are not there yet.

Over the next year, my administration will implement a series of initiatives that
will address many of the system challenges and programmatic shortcomings that
this report highlights. These initiatives are outlined on the last page of the report.

This report was prepared for the Workforce Investment Board (WIB) by ABC
Company and represents the first annual independent analysis of our workforce
system and programs. My administration is committed to providing this evalua-
tion every year. 

I invite your comments and welcome your suggestions. As with all elements in 
the workforce system, I believe that next year this report will also show significant
improvement. 

We look forward to working with you. 

Sincerely,

Governor
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
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In order to judge the performance of Pennsylvania’s
workforce system we have created an Evaluation
Framework that focuses on three crucial areas —
the Commonwealth’s four economic development
goals, its five workforce outcomes and the results
of its investments in programs and systems. This
framework is presented schematically on the next
page to visually capture our contention that pro-
grammatic and system performance should drive
workforce outcomes and positively impact econom-
ic development. The underlying assumption for this
framework is that any investment in workforce
development should have a clear connection to the
achievement of our workforce outcomes as these
outcomes are critical to the achievement of our
economic development goals. 

One might argue that the framework oversimplifies
the complex interaction of many variables that feed
into the state’s economic growth and prosperity.
We accept this criticism but argue that in order to
make difficult judgments about future investments,
it is necessary to have an analytical framework that
zeros in on essential performance factors — and
accurate data to understand the fundamental
impacts of our investments. Without such a frame-
work and data, we will never know if our workforce
programs are actually helping us to achieve our
ideal — to be an economically competitive state
that builds wealth, decreases the rate of poverty
among its residents and uses its resources respon-
sibly.

We will carefully review this framework every year
and welcome all suggestions for how it might be
improved.

A R E A S  O F  A N A LY S I S
Economic Development Goals

The four economic development goals of this
administration are described succinctly in one or
two sentences on the pages following the frame-
work: Economic Competitiveness, Wealth Building,
Poverty Reduction, and Stewardship of Resources.
To measure our progress in achieving these four
priorities, we need a set of indicators that capture
crucial quantitative and qualitative information.
For the purposes of this report we list only a sam-
pling of these indicators, especially those that can
be impacted by successful workforce programs. 

As the framework indicates, these economic devel-
opment goals are not achievable through workforce
improvements alone. Education, community devel-
opment, fiscal and other state policies drive these
goals as well. In our annual report on economic
development, we will report on our overall progress
in meeting these goals.

Workforce Development Outcomes 

Following the economic development goals are 
the five workforce development outcomes that 
we believe will have the greatest impact on our
economic development goals: Skilled Workers,
Employment, Earnings, Life-Long Learning and
Continuous Improvement. They are briefly
described along with an extensive list of indicators.
For the purposes of this first report data is present-
ed for only two indicators for each outcome and for
a couple of different regions in the state. In future
years we intend to expand the report to cover 
performance of each workforce outcome for each 
of the local workforce investment areas in the
Commonwealth.

16

GOALS, OUTCOMES AND PERFORMANCE
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In future years we will also use a rating system 
to summarize performance for each outcome. 
The purpose of the rating system is to draw atten-
tion to positive and negative trends, challenging
problem areas and programs without performance
information.

Program and System Performance

In order to reach our desired workforce outcomes
Pennsylvania invests millions of dollars in a variety
of programs. Many of these programs receive fed-
eral funding and carry with them a mandate to
report back to Washington, D.C. on the results that
were achieved using these funds. Unfortunately,
each of these programs carries different reporting
requirements. This annual report will not attempt
to present the data mandated by the federal gov-
ernment but will instead attempt to present the
results within the evaluation framework we have
devised. Individual programs will still be required
to report results to the federal government.

Most programs require the collection of “results”
data ( i.e. how many people entered a program,
received a service, finished the program, and 
found a job at a good wage.) There are a host of
indicators that capture this data and our report 
will look closely at this information for each of the
Commonwealth’s 45 plus workforce programs,

using only those indicators that are applicable to
that program. For example, indicators related to
literacy will obviously not be used to evaluate a
program that does not provide literacy education.
As an example, this format shows the indicators
that would be used to measure the success of the
Commonwealth’s Customized Job Training Program. 
The combination of all the appropriate indicators
will yield the program rating. 

But the performance of Pennsylvania’s workforce
system cannot be measured purely on these activi-
ties, which we designate as “Program Indicators”:
Training Results, Educational Attainment, Literacy
Levels, and Credential Acquisition. It must also
measure how the workforce system as a whole is
performing and reacting. A key judgment will be
whether the system is addressing the real needs of
employers in a timely manner, whether it is basing
its programs on good information, whether the
users of the system give it high marks and if there
are built in mechanisms for continuous improve-
ment. These indicators and some others are listed
as “System Indicators”: Responsiveness to Critical
Job Needs, High Quality Information Systems,
Accessibility, Return on Investment, and Customer
Satisfaction. Together with “Program Indicators”
they form the foundation of this report, a combined
evaluation of programs and systems.
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THE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
The schematic presented here lays out the linkages between workforce system 
performance, workforce development outcomes and economic development goals. It
shows how programmatic and system-wide performance drives the achievement of work-
force outcomes — which in turn, along with a number of outside factors, drives the
achievement of fundamental economic development goals in Pennsylvania. 

W O R K F O R C E  SY ST E M  
P E R F O R M A N C E
In this model, performance is evaluated on two 
levels. First, by looking at how individual programs
succeed in training, educating and placing individuals
in good paying jobs. Secondly, at how well the system
performs based on five specific indicators. 

Workforce Outcomes   

S K I L L E D  W O R K E R S  

E M P LOY M E N T  

E A R N I N G S    

L I F E - LO N G  L E A R N I N G   

C O N T I N U O U S  I M P R O V E M E N T  

Workforce System Performance 

P R O G R A M  I N D I C ATO R S
Training Results 

placement, wages, retention, and advancement

Educational Achievement 
Literacy Levels

Credential Acquisition

SY ST E M  I N D I C ATO R S  
Responsiveness to Critical Job Needs 

High Quality Information Systems 
Accessibility    

Return on Investment  
Customer Satisfaction

W O R K F O R C E  
D E V E LO P M E N T  O U T C O M E S
These workforce outcomes, developed by 
the Governor, the Workforce Cabinet, the
Pennsylvania WIB and key legislative leaders,
are considered to have the greatest impact 
on our economic development goals.
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E C O N O M I C  D E V E LO P M E N T  G O A L S
These are the goals established by the Governor and 
his economic development cabinet. The model realizes 
that many policies, not just those related to workforce 
development, drive the achievement of these goals. 

Economic Development Goals 

E C O N O M I C  
C O M P E T I T I V E N E SS  

W E A LT H  B U I L D I N G  

P O V E R T Y  R E D U C T I O N  

ST E W A R D S H I P  O F  R E S O U R C E S   

PUBLIC WELFARE POLICY

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY

FISCAL AND TAX POLICIES

EDUCATION POLICY

HOUSING AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

POLICY

TRANSPORTATION POLICY
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This administration has set forth four fundamental economic development goals for Pennsylvania to achieve
over the next few years. These goals, and the types of indicators the administration intends to use to meas-
ure success, are briefly described below. The focus of this report is to evaluate progress towards achieving
Workforce Outcomes and Programmatic Results; the administration will evaluate its progress toward achiev-
ing its economic development goals in a separate publication. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GOALS

Economic Competitiveness
Pennsylvania employers consistently succeed in the marketplace because they have the skilled
human resources, quality infrastructure, high productivity levels and lower costs necessary to 
generate quality products and services at competitive prices.

Sample Indicators: 
m Increased number of companies starting or relocating to PA

m Increased retention of existing companies
m Increased retention of businesses in strategic clusters
m Increased exports

Wealth Building
Pennsylvania residents increasingly earn enough income to be self-sufficient, buy a home, afford
education and training and invest in retirement. Pennsylvania employers earn sufficient profits to
provide good returns to investors, invest in productivity improvements and employ greater num-
bers of workers.

Sample Indicators:
m Increased per capita income

m Increased employment in strategic industries

m Increased measure of income equality

m Increased percentage of Pennsylvanians with savings
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Poverty Reduction
Fewer Pennsylvania residents earn an income that prevents them from sufficiently supporting
themselves and their families and from participating in wealth building opportunities.

Sample Indicators:
m Decreased number and percentage of households earning less than poverty

m Decreased number and percentage of residents receiving public assistance, including 
food stamps

m Decreased number and percentage of wage earners qualified to receive the Earned 
Income Tax Credit (EITC)

m Of those eligible to receive the EITC, a higher percentage receive it 

Stewardship of Resources
Pennsylvania uses its physical resources carefully and responsibly as it seeks to be economically
competitive, build wealth and reduce poverty.

Sample Indicators:
m Decreased energy consumption in relation to state gross product

m Decreased tonnage to landfill in relation to recyclables

m Increased kilowatt hours generated from renewable resources

m Increased affordable housing near growing job centers

m Increased public transportation access to growing job centers
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These are the five workforce outcomes and their key indicators. Only indicators with a clear relationship 
to the desired outcomes and with easily obtained data for evaluation were selected. In the following pages,
only one or two indicators are presented as examples for each workforce outcome. Additional indicators 
will be presented in future reports. By using these indicators, we can establish an overall rating for each
desired outcome.

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT OUTCOMES

Skilled Workers
Pennsylvania has a sufficient supply of appropriately skilled workers to fill employer demand
across a wide spectrum of industries, especially in those industries crucial to the economic com-
petitiveness of the Commonwealth.

Indicators:
m  Wait time to fill skilled positions, especially in strategic clusters

m  Number of jobs unfilled for 6 months or more by industry

m  Employer demand for public subsidy

m  Literacy rate

m  Percentage of residents with college degrees

m  Percentage of residents with some college

m  Percentage of residents with high school diploma

m  Degree conferred by industry

m  Career and Technical Education completions

m  Credentials acquired by incumbent workers

m  Percentage of companies providing education and training to employees

m  Percentage of company sales invested in training and education

Employment
Pennsylvania residents enjoy numerous diverse job opportunities and face few barriers 
to employment (i.e. day care and transportation constraints).

Indicators:
m  Unemployment rate 

m  Labor force participation rate

m  Job openings by industry and region

m  Tax base

m  Subsidized day care slots

m  Licensed day care providers

m  Employers providing transportation subsidies
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Earnings
Pennsylvania residents have increased earnings because they have the education and skills needed 
now and in the future by employers to ensure their opportunity for sustained employment and
increased earnings.

Indicators:
m  Average earnings

m  Average earnings change by industry

m  Demand for welfare, food stamps and subsidized school lunches

m  Unemployment insurance usage

m  Wage by occupation

m  Number of full-time positions by industry

m  Average level of benefits by occupation or industry

m  Percentage of participants receiving benefits from employer

Life Long Learning
Pennsylvania residents have affordable access to multiple education and training services 
throughout their working careers.

Indicators:
m  Increase in enrollment in credit and non-credit courses at community colleges  

and technical schools

m  Cost of community college as compared to other states

m  Cost of proprietary and non-profit training services

m  More Pennsylvania residents have access to life-long learning services

Continuous Improvement
Pennsylvania annually evaluates its workforce system through a careful performance analysis 
that addresses challenges and makes improvements that lead to better results. 

Indicators:
m  The majority of workforce programs show increases in program performance over 

the course of three years

m  The Commonwealth identifies challenges in its Annual Performance Report and 
successfully implements the recommendations for improvement

m  The Commonwealth tracks most frequent customer (users of the system) complaints 
and prepares actions to address



HOW TO READ THIS REPORT
This Annual Performance Report is designed to evaluate the indicators 
for each of the workforce outcomes presented on the previous page and 
to rate each indicator using the Guide on the opposite page. Once the 
indicators are rated using this scale of 1 through 5, they should be weight-
ed and averaged to arrive at an overall rating for each workforce develop-
ment outcome.

In this sample report, however, the five workforce development outcomes
are not yet rated. Instead, one or two indicators are evaluated and rated
for each of the five outcomes. When the Commonwealth collects all of the
data necessary to evaluate all of the indicators for the outcomes, the
report will include an evaluation and rating of the five workforce outcomes.

The performance report presented in the following pages:

m Articulates each desired outcome;
m Identifies the indicators to be evaluated;
m Presents the significant findings revealed by an evaluation 

of the indicator data; 
m Presents brief descriptions of the data analysis. 

The data analysis compares the Commonwealth’s performance, over time
where possible, to the MidAtlantic region and the nation. For purposes of
this report, the MidAtlantic region consists of Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
Delaware and Maryland. Data is presented graphically and any trends are
noted.

For many of the indicators, data is also presented for the Philadelphia,
Harrisburg and Pittsburgh regions. Data on additional regions will be
included in future reports.

Unless noted otherwise, the Philadelphia region includes Bucks, Chester,
Delaware, Montgomery and Philadelphia counties. The Harrisburg region
includes Cumberland, Dauphin, Lebanon and Perry counties. The
Pittsburgh region includes Allegheny, Beaver, Butler, Fayette, Washington
and Westmoreland counties.
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RATING GUIDE
C O M M E N D A B L E

The indicator reflects performance at a desired level with 
consistent, sustainable progress. 

P R O M I S I N G

The indicator reflects performance not yet at the desired level, 
but shows steady progress toward the desired result. 

M I X E D

The indicator reflects performance not at an acceptable level and 
shows inconsistent, or insufficient progress toward that level.

C H A L L E N G I N G

The indicator reflects performance at a troubling level, with major 
obstacles currently preventing progress toward the desired result.  

P R O B L E M AT I C

The indicator reflects performance at a very troubling level or is 
getting consistently worse.

I N S U F F I C I E N T  I N F O R M AT I O N  A N D / O R  D ATA

The indicator does not have available data to evaluate performance.

ANNUAL REPORT: The Performance of Pennsylvania’s Workforce System
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Skilled Workers 
m  Higher percentages of Pennsylvania 

residents are obtaining degrees beyond 
a high school diploma and at least have
some college education. Educational
attainment rates are still, however, lower
in Pennsylvania than they are in the
MidAtlantic region and in the nation.

m  Expected high employment growth 
in two of the Commonwealth’s strategic
industries, Information Technology and
Biotechnology, may be hampered by a 
lack of Pennsylvania residents with post-
graduate degrees in relevant fields.

Employment
m  Pennsylvania’s unemployment rate 

has, along with the rest of the country,
worsened over the last year. It remains,
however, lower than the national rate.

m  Pennsylvania’s labor force participation
rate continues to be lower than the
nation’s and the MidAtlantic region’s and
has worsened over the last ten years.

SUMMARY FINDINGS:

All quotes used in the following pages are taken 
from the National Governor’s Association publication 
A Governor’s Guide to Creating a 21st Century Workforce, 2002.

OVERALL
RATING
OVERALL
RATING

OVERALL
RATING
OVERALL
RATING



Earnings
m  The average wage in Pennsylvania contin-

ues to be lower than the average wage in
the nation and in the surrounding
MidAtlantic states.

m  Average salaries across occupations are
higher in the MidAtlantic region than in
the nation. Pennsylvania salaries, howev-
er, were consistently lower than those in
the surrounding MidAtlantic states.

Lifelong Learning
m  The average cost of a 2-year public 

college in Pennsylvania is higher and
growing at a faster rate than the aver-
age cost in the MidAtlantic region and
the nation.

Continuous Improvement
m  It is impossible at this time to measure

the Commonwealth’s continuous
improvement performance since this
process assumes the prior publication
of an annual workforce performance
report.
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Skilled Workers
DESIRED OUTCOME: Pennsylvania has a sufficient supply of appropriately skilled
workers to fill employer demand across a wide spectrum of industries, especially in
those industries crucial to the economic competitiveness of the Commonwealth.

OVERALL
RATING
OVERALL
RATING

33SKILLED WORKERS — INDICATOR 1
Percentage of Residents with Some College

Finding:
Higher percentages of Pennsylvania residents are obtaining degrees beyond a high school
diploma and at least have some college education. Educational attainment rates are still,
however, lower in Pennsylvania than they are in the MidAtlantic region and in the nation.

In 1996, only 39.8% of people 
in Pennsylvania who were 25 years
or older had more than a high
school education. By 2000, 43%
did. While the rate is increasing, it
is not keeping pace with the nation
in which 58% of people 25 years
or older had more than a high
school diploma in 2000.
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“The major challenge in the U.S. 
economy in the 21st century is the 

shortage of skilled workers.”



SKILLED WORKERS — INDICATOR 1   (Continued)
Percentage of Residents with Some College

Of those in Pennsylvania that went on to receive a post-secondary degree (109,572 people), 60%
received a Bachelor’s degree, 20% received a Master’s degree and 13% received an Associate’s
degree. A greater percentage of people are earning Masters degrees than did in 1996. 

D E G R E E S  C O N F E R R E D  BY  P R O G R A M  L E V E L     

1991-1992 % 1996-1997 % 1999-2000 % 

Associates 14,270 14.1% 14,638 14.1% 14,760 13.5% 
Bachelor’s 64,094 63.4% 62,445 60.2% 66,276 60.5% 
First-Professional 3,599 3.6% 4,115 4.0% 4,273 3.9% 
Master’s 16,899 16.7% 20,025 19.3% 22,024 20.1% 
Doctor’s 2,201 2.2% 2,433 2.4% 2,239 2.0% 

TOTAL 101,063 103,656 109,572 

Source: Pennsylvania Division of Data Services  

More residents in the Philadelphia and Harrisburg MSAs had an Associate, College or Post College
degree in 2000 than did in 1996. This was not the case for the Pittsburgh MSA where slightly fewer 
residents had an Associate’s degree and 4.5% fewer residents had a college degree or beyond in 2000.

E D U C AT I O N A L  AT TA I N M E N T  R AT E  1 9 9 6 - 2 0 0 0  

Less than HS HS Degree Some College Associates  College   
Degree Degree Degree Plus

1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000

Philadelphia MSA 18.3% 12.7% 35.4% 37.0% 12.9% 13.9% 5.2% 7.5% 28.2% 29.0%

Harrisburg MSA 16.6 14.6 40.8  34.3 13.1 16.2 * * 21.4 26.6 

Pittsburgh MSA 12.8 12.5  41.8 41.0  11.4 14.3  8.7 8.0  25.3 24.2

* - Insufficient sample data  

Source: Current Population Survey, 1996 and 2000
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33SKILLED WORKERS — INDICATOR 2
Degree Conferred by Industry

Finding:
Expected high employment growth in two of the Commonwealth’s strategic industries —
Information Technology and Biotechnology — may be hampered by a lack of Pennsylvania
residents with post-graduate degrees in relevant fields.

Educational institutions in Pennsylvania conferred over 110,000 post-secondary degrees during the 2000-
2001 academic year. 87% of the degrees represent four or more years of post-secondary education. 

75% of all individuals received a 
degree in one of ten fields: Business
Management, Education, Health
Professions, Social Sciences, Engineering,
Psychology, Visual and Performing Arts,
Biological and Life Sciences, Computer
and Information Sciences, and Liberal
Arts. 28% of these were in Business
Management alone.

The Commonwealth identified seven
strategic industries key to its economic
growth. These are listed on the following
pages. Two of the Commonwealth’s
strategic industries are, expected 
to grow considerably by 2008:
Information Technology and
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Biotechnology. These two industries also
require that many of the new workers
have post-secondary educations. The
fact that Biology and Life Sciences, and
Computer and Information Sciences
degrees rank 8th and 9th respectively
out of the top 10 fields of degrees con-
ferred may be problematic. On the posi-
tive side, the top three fields of degrees
conferred — Business, Education and
Health Care — represent some of the
largest employers in Pennsylvania. While
some of these industries, such as manu-
facturing, are expected to lose jobs by
2008, the number of current workers
expected to retire in this field outweighs
the overall shrinking of the industry —
meaning more Pennsylvanians need to
be prepared for employment in manu-
facturing. 
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Pennsylvania Strategic Industry Clusters
Projected

WIA Name SIC Title 1998 Projected 2008 Employment
Employment Employment Growth/Loss

Advanced 351 Engines & Turbines 2,610 1,650 -960   
Manufacturing 353 Construction & Related Machinery 14,840 13,770 -1,070   

354 Metalworking Machinery 23,250 23,640 390   
355 Special Industry Machinery 10,090 10,140 50   
356 General Industrial Machinery 16,330 10,000 -6,330   
358 Refrigeration & Service Machinery 8,710 7,710 -1,000   
359 Industrial Machinery, NEC 19,990 20,300 310   

36 Electronic & Other Elec Equip 78,600 79,760 1,160   
37 Transportation Equipment 53,400 52,250 -1,150   
38 Instruments & Related Prods 36,200 35,180 -1,020  

TOTAL  -9,620 

Agribusiness 07 Agricultural Services 26,500 30,460 3,960   
24 Lumber & Wood Products 36,200 40,440 4,240   
25 Furniture & Fixtures 17,100 16,250 -850   
26 Paper & Allied Products 36,000 34,760 -1,240   

201 Meat Products 15,390 15,100 -290   
202 Dairy Products 7,100 6,140 -960   
203 Preserved Fruits & Vegetables 10,690 9,530 -1,160   
204 Grain Mill Products 5,500 5,340 -160   
205 Bakery Products 16,190 14,590 -1,600   
206 Sugar & Confectionery Products 14,390 13,620 -770   
207 Fats & Oils 400 340 -60   
208 Beverages 7,290 6,050 -1,240   
209 Misc Food & Kindred Products 7,360 8,400 1,040  

TOTAL  910 

Biotechnology 283 Drugs 30,140 34,930 4,790   
384 Medical Instruments & Supplies 14,350 15,490 1,140   
873 Research & Testing Services 24,190 23,820 -370  

TOTAL   5,560 

Information 481 Telephone Communication 37,300 41,710 4,410   
Technology 483 Radio & Television Broadcasting 9,410 9,770 360   

484 Cable & Other Pay TV Services 7,810 10,160 2,350   
489 Communication Services, NEC 410 370 -40   
357 Computer & Office Equipment 8,020 7,410 -610   
361 Electric Distribution Equipment 3,540 3,120 -420   
362 Electrical Industrial Apparatus 8,430 7,340 -1,090   
366 Communications Equipment 7,120 8,870 1,750   
367 Electronic Components & Accessories 25,130 23,820 -1,310   
369 Misc Electrical Equipment & Supplies 9,030 10,520 1,490   
737 Computer & Data Processing Services 57,330 122,860 65,530  

TOTAL   72,420 

Environmental 382 Measuring & Controlling Devices 17,050 15,380 -1,670   
Technology 873 Research & Testing Services 24,190 23,820 -370   

495 Sanitary Services 9,620 13,170 3,550  
TOTAL   1,510 

Advanced 33 Primary Metal Industries 71,500 59,820 -11,680   
Materials 285 Paints & Allied Products 3,010 2,450 -560   

286 Industrial Organic Chemicals 3,910 3,150 -760   
287 Agricultural Chemicals 1,730 1,670 -60   
289 Misc Chemical Products 5,770 5,950 180   
302 Rubber & Plastics Footwear 270 240 -30   
305 Hose, Belting, Gaskets & Packing 1,410 1,340 -70   
308 Misc Plastics Products, NEC 41,330 47,580 6,250   

22 Textile Mill Products 21,500 14,090 -7,410  
TOTAL   -14,140 

Health Care  Not available at time of this publication.              
Source: Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry



EMPLOYMENT
DESIRED OUTCOME: Pennsylvania residents enjoy numerous 
diverse job opportunities and face few barriers to employment 
(i.e. day care and transportation constraints).

OVERALL
RATING
OVERALL
RATING

22EMPLOYMENT — INDICATOR 1
Unemployment Rate

Finding:
Pennsylvania’s unemployment rate has, along with the rest of the country, worsened 
over the last year. It remains, however, lower than the national rate.

Pennsylvania’s unemployment rate has historically shifted along with that of the nation and the MidAtlantic
region — and is lower now than it was 20 years ago.

Along with the nation and surrounding MidAtlantic states, Pennsylvania’s unemployment rate grew 
between 2000 and 2001. It grew more slowly, however, than the rate in the nation and is now lower 
than the national rate for the first time since the early 1990s.
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Pennsylvania’s unemployment rate continues,
however, to be higher than the surrounding
MidAtlantic states.

Unemployment Rate, 1990-2001
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PROMISING

Unemployment rates increased in every county 
in the three MSAs between 2000 and 2001. 
Three counties in the Harrisburg MSA and one 
in the Pittsburgh MSA experienced the greatest
increase — .7%.

U N E M P LOY M E N T  R AT E S ,  1 99 0 - 2 0 0 1  

1990 1998 2000 2001 
PHILADELPHIA MSA 
Bucks 4.4 3.6 3.3 3.8 
Chester 3.2 2.7 2.7 3.0 
Delaware 4.1 3.9 3.6 3.9 
Montgomery 3.9 3.2 2.9 3.5 
Philadelphia 6.9 6.3 6.1 6.4 

HARRISBURG MSA 
Cumberland 2.9 2.6 2.4 3.1 
Dauphin 3.9 3.1 3.0 3.7 
Lebanon 4.0 3.5 2.7 3.1 
Perry 4.6 3.4 3.4 4.1 

PITTSBURGH MSA 
Allegheny 4.5 4.1 3.7 3.8 
Beaver 6.0 5.0 4.2 4.9 
Butler 5.5 4.3 3.9 4.3 
Fayette 8.9 7.2 6.6 6.9 
Washington 5.9 5.1 4.6 5.0 
Westmoreland 6.1 5.2 4.6 4.9    

Source: U.S. Census  

“The Bureau of Labor Statistics projects that by 2020, there will be a 22 percent
increase in the number of jobs requiring some post-secondary education. Yet,

during the next 20 years, we will lose 46 million 
skilled workers as baby boomers retire.”

Source: U.S. Census  



33EMPLOYMENT — INDICATOR 2
Labor Force Participation Rate

Finding:
Pennsylvania’s labor force participation rate* continues to be lower than the nation’s 
and the MidAtlantic region’s and has worsened over the last ten years.

Compared to the nation, a smaller percentage of Pennsylvania’s working age population (16 years 
and older) is part of the labor force. This is a cause for concern for Pennsylvania and is reflective of the
demographic differences between the nation and Pennsylvania. Namely, Pennsylvania’s population is
made up of more people aged 65 and older; Pennsylvania has fewer people in the “core” working age
group of 25 to 54 years of age than does the nation. 

Additionally, between 1990 and 2000, Pennsylvania’s labor force participation rate decreased by 1%.
This means that a smaller portion of working age people (16 years or older) were employed or looking
for employment in Pennsylvania in 2000 than were in 1990. 

In Pennsylvania, the total “working age population” (16 years and older) grew by 3.2% between 
1990 and 2000 while the labor force (employed and unemployed individuals) only grew by 2.5%. 
The changing demographics behind Pennsylvania’s working age population help to explain why a 
smaller percentage is now in the labor force.
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*The labor force participation rate represents the percentage of 
the state’s working age population (16 years and older) who 
are employed or looking for work.
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EMPLOYMENT — INDICATOR 2   (Continued)

m  Individuals 65 years and older account for a larger portion of the working age population than 
they did in 1990. These individuals are more likely to be retired and not in the labor force than
their younger counterparts.

m  At the same time, the number of individuals 16 to 24 years old declined in Pennsylvania by 6.7%
between 1990 and 2000. This group which might be more likely to be part of the labor force is
now enrolled in school at an increased rate. According to the Current Population Survey, 21% more
individuals aged 16 through 24 were either in high school or college on a full-time basis in 2000
than were in 1996.

Pennsylvania needs to monitor this indicator. While the number of “core” working age individuals
increased by 7% between 1990 and 2000, it may not be enough to offset continued growth in the
senior population. In addition, if the labor force participation rate continues to decline, more people
(on a fixed income) may need publicly funded supports (i.e. nursing home assistance, and Medicaid) —
a situation which can negatively impact the Commonwealth’s budget.

P E N N SY LV A N I A  W O R K I N G  A G E  P O P U L AT I O N (16 years and older)

1990 2000 Percent Change
Age  Population % Population % 1990-2000 

16 to 24 years old 1,532,299 16% 1,429,603 15% - 6.7% 
25 to 54 years old 4,871,168 52% 5,213,594 54% +7.0% 
55 to 64 years old 1,159,784 12% 1,131,625 12% -2.4% 
65 years and older 1,829,106 19% 1,919,165 20% +4.9%    

Total 9,392,357 9,693,987 +3.2% 

Source: U.S. Census  

Percent Change
1990 2000 1990-2000 

Labor Force 5,802,337 5,948,710 +2.5%  

Source: U.S. Department of Labor  
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EMPLOYMENT — INDICATOR 2   (Continued)

The labor force participation rates of the counties in the Harrisburg MSA are all higher than the overall
Pennsylvania rate —  and, unlike Pennsylvania, these rates increased (improved) since 1990. Counties 
in the Philadelphia MSA (all except Philadelphia) also have rates that are higher than the overall
Pennsylvania rate, but all decreased (worsened) since 1990. Fayette County continues to have the low-
est participation rate, while Chester County, at 72%, has the highest rate of any county in these MSAs.

M E T R O  A R E A  L A B O R  F O R C E  P A R T I C I P AT I O N

16+ Population Labor Force 16+ Population Labor Force
(1990)  Participation rate (1990) (2000)  Participation rate (2000)  

PHILADELPHIA METRO AREA (Not including NJ)

Bucks 416,995 0.74 461,606 0.71 

Chester 292,359 0.73 332,260 0.72 

Delaware 434,299 0.64 429,852 0.64 

Montgomery 541,335 0.70 588,605 0.68 

Philadelphia 1,245,697 0.54 1,174,446 0.54    

HARRISBURG METRO AREA

Cumberland 157,289 0.69 172,051 0.70 

Dauphin 188,056 0.68 197,393 0.69 

Lebanon 89,089 0.65 95,106 0.66 

Perry 31,354 0.70 33,847 0.71    

PITTSBURGH METRO AREA    

Allegheny 1,084,201 0.59 1,032,549 0.63 

Beaver 147,440 0.53 145,231 0.56 

Butler 118,485 0.62 136,021 0.63 

Fayette 114,567 0.44 118,938 0.45 

Washington 164,118 0.56 163,294 0.59 

Westmoreland 296,804 0.58 298,521 0.61 

PENNSYLVANIA 9,392,357 0.62 9,693,987 0.61    

Source: U.S. Department of Labor and U.S. Census
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Earnings
DESIRED OUTCOME: Pennsylvania residents have the skills needed now 
and in the future by employers to ensure their opportunity for sustained 
employment and increased earnings.

OVERALL
RATING
OVERALL
RATING

44EARNINGS — INDICATOR 1
Average Earnings

Finding:
The average wage in Pennsylvania continues to be lower than the average wage in the
nation and in the surrounding MidAtlantic states.

According to the U.S. Department of Labor, 5.6 million people were employed in Pennsylvania in 2000
and earned on average $29,340 a year — a 13% increase since 1996. The average wage in Pennsylvania
continued, however, to be slightly lower than the nation’s  — and significantly lower than the average
wages in the surrounding states of Maryland, New Jersey and Delaware*. In addition, both the nation
and these MidAtlantic states experienced greater wage gains since 1996 than did Pennsylvania.

As noted in the following indicator
“Wage by Occupation”, two factors con-
tribute to Pennsylvania’s lower average
wage. First, Pennsylvania wage earners
in 14 of the 22 occupation classifica-
tions used by the Department of Labor
had lower salaries than their counter-
parts nationwide. For example, while
the average Architect in Pennsylvania
earned $50,780 in 2000, he or she
would have earned $54,060 at the
nation’s average. Second, Pennsylvania
is home to a large number of employ-
ees in some of the lowest paid occupa-
tions as over 53% of all workers were
employed in occupations with average
wages ranging from $15,600 to
$26,700. Only 11% were employed in
occupations with average earnings
greater than $50,000 a year.

A V E R A G E  A N D  M E D I A N  W A G E S  —  1 9 9 6  A N D  2 0 0 0
1996   2000   1996   2000   

Average  Average  Median  Median  
Wage Wage Wage Wage

Philadelphia MSA $30,358 $33,064 $23,400 $25,000  
Harrisburg MSA $23,963 $34,449 $20,225 $24,000  
Pittsburgh MSA $27,215 $32,340 $21,000 $24,000  

Source: Current Population Survey, 1996 and 2000

* The cost of living, while not detailed here, is less in Pennsylvania than in 
the MidAtlantic. As a result, the wage disparity discussed here may be overstated.
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$30,079
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$26,177
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$25,934

While the average wage in the
Philadelphia MSA increased by
9% between 1996 and 2000
and by 18% in the Pittsburgh
MSA, the average wage
increased by over 43% in the
Harrisburg MSA. Given that the
median wage rose by only 18%
during the same time, the num-
ber of people making high-end
wages most likely increased. 

Average Wage, 1996 and 2000

CHALLENGING

“ . . . many secured low-wage jobs that do not pay enough to enable
families to escape poverty. These low-wage workers need further 
training and education and support systems, such as child care, 

health-care coverage, and transportation assistance to 
help them move up the jobs skills and wage ladder.”
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44EARNINGS — INDICATOR 2
Wage by Occupation

Finding:
Average salaries across occupations are higher in the MidAtlantic region than in the
nation. Pennsylvania salaries, however, are consistently lower than those in the surround-
ing MidAtlantic states.

Pennsylvania salaries were consistently lower than the average salary in the MidAtlantic states in 2000 —
and had, in fact, the lowest average salaries of all four states. Of the 22 occupation classifications used by
the Department of Labor, 14 had average wages in Pennsylvania that were lower than the nation’s.

Office and Administrative Support

Sales and Related

Production

Transportation and Material Moving

Food Preparation and Serving Related

Management

Education, Training, and Library

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair

Construction and Extraction

Business and Financial Operations

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations

Healthcare Support

Personal Care and Service

Protective Service

$0 $10,000 $20,000 $30,000 $40,000 $50,000 $60,000 $70,000 $80,000

Source: U.S. Census, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics
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$25,630
$26,240

$16,070
$15,610

$68,190
$65,030

$37,900
$40,930

$47,990
$46,420

$33,760
$32,920

$34,440
$36,060

$48,470
$44,520

$19,570
$19,540

$21,040
$20,780

$20,510
$19,190

$30,780
$31,680

CHALLENGING

Average Wage of 15 Largest Occupations in Pennsylvania, 2000
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EARNINGS — INDICATOR 2   (Continued)

The share of Pennsylvania’s employed persons is highest in some of the occupations with the lowest aver-
age wage. In 2000, almost 40% of Pennsylvania workers were employed in occupations related to office
and administrative support, sales and related positions and production occupations.

ESTIMATED EMPLOYMENT AND AVERAGE WAGE FOR PENNSYLVANIA BY OCCUPATION, 2000

Occupation # Employed % of Total Employment Average Wage 

Office and Administrative Support 1,001,660 17.85% $25,340  

Sales and Related 592,000 10.55% $25,560  

Production Occupations 570,670 10.17% $26,740  

Transportation and Material Moving 429,860 7.66% $26,240  

Food Preparation and Serving Related 393,960 7.02% $15,610  

Management 364,250 6.49% $65,030 

Education, Training, and Library 319,940 5.70% $40,930  

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 301,740 5.38% $46,420  

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 243,650 4.34% $32,920 

Construction and Extraction 240,530 4.29% $36,060  

Business and Financial Operations 187,350 3.34% $44,520  

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance 178,320 3.18% $19,540  

Healthcare Support 147,250 2.62% $20,780  

Personal Care and Service 114,830 2.05% $19,190  

Protective Service 113,010 2.01% $31,680  

Computer and Mathematical 105,950 1.89% $53,830 

Architecture and Engineering 100,490 1.79% $50,780 

Community and Social Services 72,000 1.28% $30,080  

Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 51,220 0.91% $37,760  

Life, Physical, and Social Science 40,570 0.72% $43,640  

Legal 37,450 0.67% $62,100 

Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 4,700 0.08% $21,520    

Total 5,611,400  

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics

Note: Occupations in bold are those with average wages of more than $50,000 per year.
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EARNINGS — INDICATOR 2   (Continued)

Average wages among the Philadelphia, Pittsburgh and Harrisburg MSAs tend to be highest in the
Philadelphia MSA, which, in this case, includes four New Jersey counties. Given that New Jersey
salaries are generally higher than Pennsylvania salaries, some of the Philadelphia MSA average wages
noted here will be higher than those in just the Philadelphia 5-county area.  

Philadelphia MSA* Pittsburgh MSA Harrisburg MSA

Average # % of Average # % of Average # % of 
Salary Employed Employed Salary Employed Employed Salary Employed Employed

Architecture & Engineering $54,170 42,460 1.79% $52,240 24,730 2.25% $50,290 6,260 1.76%

Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media $44,380 26,570 1.12% $33,100 9,520 0.87% $36,060 2,890 0.81%

Building & Grounds Cleaning & Maintenance $21,270 76,250 3.22% $19,010 35,740 3.25% $18,820 10,260 2.89%

Business & Financial Operations $48,360 93,000 3.93% $44,080 36,780 3.35% $43,660 17,340 4.88%

Community & Social Services $31,620 35,820 1.51% $29,400 13,000 1.18% $30,900 3,740 1.05%

Computer & Mathematical $58,390 61,570 2.60% $52,130 21,320 1.94% $54,150 9,020 2.54%

Construction & Extraction $40,600 89,120 3.76% $38,030 54,500 4.96% $33,770 12,720 3.58%

Education, Training, & Library $41,500 149,020 6.29% $41,630 61,620 5.61% $42,090 17,860 5.03%

Farming, Fishing, & Forestry $21,710 1,190 0.05% $20,570 380 0.03% $18,430 * *

Food Preparation & Serving Related $17,130 140,220 5.92% $15,330 86,690 7.89% $15,090 21,390 6.02%

Healthcare Practitioners & Technical $51,580 134,210 5.66% $44,540 63,420 5.77% $46,110 17,620 4.96%

Healthcare Support $22,410 62,810 2.65% $19,580 30,250 2.75% $21,440 8,570 2.41%

Installation, Maintenance, & Repair $35,980 91,460 3.86% $33,370 47,200 4.30% $34,580 14,170 3.99%

Legal $68,180 22,080 0.93% $53,300 9,110 0.83% $70,720 3,880 1.09%

Life, Physical, & Social Science $44,470 25,180 1.06% $45,850 6,840 0.62% $44,980 2,560 0.72%

Management $73,760 158,090 6.67% $63,490 71,910 6.55% $63,690 24,710 6.96%

Office & Administrative Support $27,660 460,570 19.44% $24,680 195,300 17.78% $26,030 67,790 19.09%

Personal Care & Service $19,800 52,410 2.21% $21,810 25,230 2.30% $18,960 5,980 1.68%

Production Occupations $28,930 174,150 7.35% $27,770 85,620 7.80% $26,610 30,640 8.63%

Protective Service $33,600 59,170 2.50% $32,360 21,520 1.96% $31,210 6,490 1.83%

Sales & Related $28,600 258,050 10.89% $23,930 118,030 10.75% $25,150 35,440 9.98%

Transportation & Material Moving $27,260 155,750 6.57% $28,690 79,550 7.24% $26,880 35,770 10.07%

Total 2,369,150 1,098,260 355,100

Wage and Occupation
Estimates for 2000

* Phila MSA includes counties in New Jersey (PMSA)

Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 



Lifelong Learning 
DESIRED OUTCOME: Pennsylvania residents enjoy numerous diverse 
job opportunities and face few barriers to employment (i.e. day care 
and transportation constraints).

OVERALL
RATING
OVERALL
RATING

55LIFELONG LEARNING —  INDICATOR 1
Cost of 2-Year Colleges as Compared to Other States

Finding:
The average cost of a 2-year public college in Pennsylvania is higher and growing at a
faster rate than the average cost in the MidAtlantic region and the nation.

Since 1999, the average cost of a 2-year public college in Pennsylvania has consistently been higher
than the average cost in the nation and in the MidAtlantic region. In addition, the average cost in
Pennsylvania is increasing at a faster rate than either the nation or the MidAtlantic. While there may
be a logical reason for the fact that Pennsylvania has higher average costs, the accelerating rate of
increase since 1999 is a cause for concern. 
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Source: U.S. Department of Education; 
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$2,037

$2,133 $2,117
$2,285

Tuition rates are similar among community
colleges in the three MSAs. Philadelphia
Community College is the most expensive
with an annual tuition of $2,640 —
Westmoreland County Community College 
is the least expensive with an annual tuition
of $1,620.

COMMUNITY COLLEGE TUITION  
2001-2002

PHILADELPHIA MSA 
Bucks County CC $2,534  
Philadelphia County CC $2,640  
Montgomery County CC $2,460  
Delaware County CC $2,265   

PITTSBURGH MSA 

Butler County CC $1,980  
Allegheny County CC $2,140  
Beaver County CC $2,430  
Westmoreland County CC $1,620   

HARRISBURG MSA 

Harrisburg Area CC $2,325   

Average Cost of 2 Year Public Colleges

PROBLEMATIC
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“ . . . state government — in partnership with the private sector — is the largest
provider of lifelong training and support services for new and 

incumbent workers, displaced workers, and low-income individuals 
leaving the welfare system.”



Continuous Improvement 
DESIRED OUTCOME: Pennsylvania judges its workforce outcomes 
through the annual publication of a report that evaluates the performance 
of programs and systems, highlights challenges and takes specific action 
to improve outcomes.

It is impossible at this time to measure the Commonwealth’s continuous improvement 
performance since this evaluation process assumes the prior publication of an Annual
Performance Report. The specific actions that will be taken to improve performance are listed
in the Challenges and Recommendations section of this report. Next year, we will evaluate:

m If the major challenges were correctly identified

m If the recommended actions were the most suitable  
to address these challenges

m If the actions taken over the last year had a positive 
impact on the challenges

m If the most frequently mentioned customer complaints 
have been addressed

In some cases, statistical data will be used to measure improvement. In other 
cases qualitative data such as customer opinions will be used.

??
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INSUFFICIENT
DATA

OVERALL
RATING
OVERALL
RATING
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Program performance is evaluated in two ways: one, on an individual program’s ability to educate, 
train and place participants in quality jobs with good wages and two, on the “system’s” ability to be respon-
sive, reliable, accessible, and efficient. These programs and system indicators are listed here. Using this
model, each of the Commonwealth’s workforce programs would be “sifted” through using these indicators and
evaluated only by those that are applicable. As an example, the next section shows which program and 
system indicators would be used to measure the performance of the Customized Job Training program.

PROGRAM PERFORMANCE RESULTS

PROGRAM INDICATORS

Training and Placement Results
Job seekers, incumbent workers and out-of-school youth have the literacy services and training
necessary to become employed long-term in positions with earnings above the minimum wage.

Indicators:

m  Number receiving literacy services
m  Number receiving literacy services and finding employment
m  Number enrolled and number completing program
m  Number and percentage finding employment 
m  Wage level at employment
m  Percentage retained after 90 and 180 days 
m  Wage level after 1 year (self-sufficiency rate)
m  Number finding employment with benefits

Credential and Educational Results
More Pennsylvania residents have the education and skills necessary to qualify for positions 
in strategic industries. 

Indicators:

m  Number of post-secondary graduates (graduation rate)
m  Number acquiring a credential (credential rate)

For example:  GED 
Associate’s degree
Bachelor’s degree
IT Certification
National Skill Certification
Nursing License

2642



43

ANNUAL REPORT: The Performance of Pennsylvania’s Workforce System

SYSTEM INDICATORS
Responsiveness to Critical Job Needs

Pennsylvania’s workforce system responds quickly and efficiently to critical employer needs and 
potential worker layoffs, especially in Pennsylvania’s strategic industries.

Indicators:  m Average time to approve an application
m Number gaining credential in strategic industries
m Length of time to provide unemployment insurance
m Length of time to approve training services

High Quality Labor Market and System Performance Information
Employers and workers have accurate information about current and projected employment 
opportunities as well as trends in demand for education and skills. The Team PA WIB and local 
WIBs have up-to-date information on system performance outcomes.

Indicators:  m The Commonwealth creates, develops, implements, maintains and continuously
improves on an information management system that accurately tracks the outcomes 
of all workforce programs and produces reports on a timely basis

m The Commonwealth annually publishes and provides high quality labor market 
information to the local WIBs, libraries and government offices. For example, the 
top ten occupations currently in demand with salary, benefits and required skills 
information, broken down by MSA.

Accessibility
Employers and job-seekers are able to access services of the Pennsylvania workforce system — particu-
larly those provided by Team PA CareerLinks. 

Indicators: m  More job seekers and employers are able to access the PA workforce system
m  Number of job-seeker and employer requests for CareerLink services
m  Number of small and medium sized businesses using services
m  Number of individuals receiving non-training services
m  Number of hits on PA CareerLink web page

Return on Investment
Pennsylvania’s workforce and education services provide clear benefits that outweigh the cost 
of providing those services.

Indicators:  m  Cost per participant relative to new state revenues generated

Customer Satisfaction
Employers, workers, the unemployed, students and any other users of the state’s workforce 
system, recommend the system to others and agree to reuse the system as necessary.

Indicators: m  Percent of customers surveyed
m  Percent of employers using workforce system who are satisfied
m  Percent of participants using workforce system who are satisfied

m  Percent of employers who reuse system more than once



44

Program Performance 
and Indicator 
Ratings 

This Performance Report system evaluates the relevant pro-
gram and system indicators for each of the Commonwealth’s
workforce system programs and rates each group of indicators
using the Guide presented on page 25. Each program receives
a rating for the performance of its “program” indicators (i.e.
how many were received jobs and at what wage level) and one
for the performance of its “system” indicators (i.e. how respon-
sive and accessible the program is to its customers). These two
ratings are then averaged to arrive at an overall 
rating for each workforce system program.

In this sample Report Card, the Customized Job Training 
program is the only example provided. The relevant indicators
that will be used to evaluate this program next year are noted,
but not evaluated. Over the next year, systems will be put into
place to collect the data needed for this evaluation. This will
allow this program, along with most of the other workforce
programs, to be rated next year.
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Customized Job Training 
Program Description: 

The Customized Job Training Program (CJT) offers grants to employers to provide specialized job
training to existing or newly hired employees. Employees must be residents of Pennsylvania, must
be employed in Pennsylvania and must earn more than 150% of current minimum wage. Grants are
available to employers to cover up to 75% of eligible training costs including instructional costs,
supplies, materials and contracted services. Eligible employers can apply through the Customer
Service Center or through the Commonwealth’s Single Application. Eligible employers include manu-
facturing, industrial, agricultural, research and development, advanced technology and business
service firms (except retail and point of sale businesses). 

Indicator Rating 
PROGRAM INDICATORS
Training Results
Number enrolled and number completing
Percentage retained after 90 and 180 days (retention rate)
Wage level after 1 year (self-sufficiency rate)

SYSTEM INDICATORS
Responsiveness to Critical Job Needs
Average time to approve an application
Number gaining credential in strategic industries
Length of time to approve training services

High Quality Labor Market and System Performance 
Information
CJT results are tracked through information management systems

Accessibility
Number of small and medium sized businesses using services

Return on Investment
Cost per participant
Company productivity
Cost per participant in relation to new income tax generated

Customer Satisfaction
Percent of employers and participants who are satisfied with CJT

1-51-5

Available Funds (FY 2001-2002)

Target Population

Federal $ 0
State $37,500,000  (Includes Guaranteed Free Training)

Existing or newly hired employees

OVERALL
RATING
OVERALL
RATING

1-51-5



EXAMPLE

Challenges and
Recommendations 
The preceding analysis of Pennsylvania’s 
workforce system and program performance 
shows many areas where the Commonwealth 
faces difficult and serious challenges. 

1. Raising the education and skill level of our citizens so that there are no shortages of 
talented workers in the strategic industries of health care and life sciences, manufacturing
and information technology.

2. Generating higher wage jobs so that the average wage of a Pennsylvanian is more in line 
with the average wages of other MidAtlantic states.

3. Increasing the percentage of residents with “some college” in order to keep up with the 
rates in surrounding states.

4. Addressing the rising cost of attending a community college.

5. Collecting, analyzing and distributing labor market and system performance information 
in a timely matter.

To address these challenges the Commonwealth intends to pursue a number of 
initiatives. Specific details on these actions will be announced in the months following 
the issuance of this report.

1. An increase in funding for the critical jobs training grants directed to regional, employer-led
skill alliances that focus on filling skilled job openings in Pennsylvania’s strategic industries.

2. The creation of a new labor/management skills initiative providing seed funding to programs
that upgrade incumbent workers to new higher skilled positions.

3. The creation of a statewide commission to address the cost structure of community colleges.

4. Significantly improving the Commonwealth’s information management system so that it can
accurately provide timely and reliable data regarding the citizens who are served in
Pennsylvania’s workforce system.
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SECTION III:

A Labor Market
Analysis of Greater

Philadelphia



WORKFORCE 
SUPPLY AND DEMAND 
IN THE PHILADELPHIA 
REGION
A recent study by the Aspen Institute suggests that the economic growth experienced by the
nation during the 1990’s was significantly enhanced by the growth in the nation’s labor force
(mainly individuals between the ages of 25 and 54) and the increase in the number of workers
with a post high school education. The influx of these young, educated people into the workforce
allowed companies to expand rapidly, diversify and invest in new technology — in essence grow.

The study predicts, however, that as growth in the prime working age group declines and educa-
tional attainment levels grow minimally, economic growth will stall. Foreign immigration, delayed 
retirements and on-the-job training will be essential to maintain the supply of labor and allow for
continued growth.

How will the Philadelphia metro area fare?

The demand and supply presentation here aims to very simply understand the dynamics of the
workforce in the Philadelphia metro area — the size and skill level of our working age population
and the types of industries and occupations that drive employment in the region — and to iden-
tify the gaps that exist between the two. 

Unless otherwise noted, the 9-county metro area in this report refers to Bucks, Chester,
Delaware, Montgomery and Philadelphia counties in Pennsylvania and Burlington, Camden,
Gloucester and Salem counties in New Jersey. The report uses the most recent data available 
to analyze every supply and demand indicator. In some cases, data was available up to 2001; 
in other cases the most recent available data was for 1999. 

Source: Grow Faster Together. Or Grow Slowly Apart.  How will America Work in the 21st Century? 
The Aspen Institute. Washington, DC. September 2002
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The Philadelphia
metro area is 
one of the largest 
in the country, 
but . . . 

population 
growth has 
been modest . . . 

Fundamental characteristics of the population and projections about
its future — its size and geographic dispersion — figure greatly into
companies’ location and expansion decisions.

The 9-county region is the 4th largest metropolitan area in the 
country with 5.1 million people; 3.8 million live on the Pennsylvania
side of the metro area, 1.3 million live on the New Jersey side.
Philadelphia, the largest county in the region, has a population 
of 1.5 million and is the 5th largest city in the U.S.

The metro area’s population grew by a modest 3.7% between 1990
and 2000. 178,756 more people live in the metro area in 2000
than did in 1990. 

While Philadelphia remains the largest county in the region, it lost
68,000 people between 1990 and 2000. Growth was strongest on
the Pennsylvania side of the metro area, particularly in Montgomery,
Chester and Bucks counties — which together grew by over 185,000
people.
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continues to
shift outward . . . 

and is only 
projected to 
grow by 10% 
by 2025.

Population projections suggest that growth in the metro area will
continue to be modest. By 2025, 5.6 million people will live in the
metro area —  more and more of them will call one of the suburban
counties home.
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The number 
of working age 
people in the 
metro area 
grew between 
1990 and 2000 —
but . . . 

they grew at
a slower rate 

than the total 
population . . . 

and did so 
unevenly around 
the metro area.

In the broadest sense, the workforce can be thought of as the adult
population age 16 years and older. A more practical definition of the
“working age population” might be individuals between the ages of 16
and 64.

Of the 5.1 million people living in the metro area in 2000, 3.3 million
(64%) were of “working age”. Between 1990 and 2000, the metro
area’s total population grew by 3.7% while the working age population
only grew by 2.3% or 73,840 people. 

Working age population growth was strongest in Chester, Gloucester,
Montgomery and Bucks counties. Philadelphia lost the highest percent-
age of working age people since 1990 and Delaware County, which
grew by approximately 3,000 people during the 1990s, lost over
5,000 working age people. 
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The youngest segment of this working age population (under 34 years of
age) decreased by approximately 11% during the 1990s, while the older
segment (between 35 and 64 years of age) increased by over 18%.

Population projections suggest that by the year 2025, the metro area’s
population of individuals 65 years and older will grow by more than 52%,
while the 15-64 population will experience modest growth. By 2025 it 
will make up an even smaller share of the region’s population.

The working 
age population
itself is 
aging . . . 
as the total 
population 
is expected 
to do by the 
year 2025.
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The metro area’s
labor force is 2.5
million people
strong . . . 

and enjoys 
high employment 
and low 
unemployment
rates.

Individuals who are 16 years or older who are working or looking for
work comprise the metro area’s “labor force”.

In 2001, more than 2.5 million people who live in the region made
up the labor force of employed (full and part time workers) and
unemployed workers. 

A very high percentage of the labor force is employed (95.8%) and
unemployment (4.2%) remains lower than the national unemploy-
ment rate (4.8%) in 2001. Like the nation, unemployment rose in
every county between 2000 and 2001, but is still lower than 1990
levels. Unemployment —  both the rate and the actual number of
unemployed people —  increased most in Montgomery County.
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EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR 
FORCE PARTICIPATION

Unemployment Rates in Philadelphia Metro Area

1990 1998 2000 2001

Bucks 4.4 3.6 3.3 3.8
Chester 3.2 2.7 2.7 3.0
Delaware 4.1 3.9 3.6 3.9
Montgomery 3.9 3.2 2.9 3.5
Philadelphia 6.9 6.3 6.1 6.4
Burlington 4.6 3.4 2.9 3.2
Camden 5.9 4.5 3.9 4.1
Gloucester 5.6 4.5 3.7 3.9
Salem 5.3 5.1 4.4 4.6

Source: PA and NJ Department of Labor
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In 2000, 63% of the adult population in the region participated in
the labor force. This is lower than the national participation rate of
67% and represents a decline since 1999 when 67% of the adult
population in the region participated in the labor force. In 1990, 
the labor force participation rate was 64%. Labor force participation
varies among the counties in the metro area. Chester County had the
highest rate in 2000 (72%), while Philadelphia had the lowest (54%). 

Declining 
numbers of 
individuals, 
however, 
participate 
in the labor 
force.
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People moving from other parts of the country into the region and
immigrants from other countries represent a vital source of new
workers into the region, especially in light of the region’s slow popula-
tion growth.

In FY2000, 12,635 immigrants were admitted to the region —  an
increase of 37.4% since FY1998. At the same time, foreign immigra-
tion only increased by 28.7% nationwide.

The population of immigrants that came to the region in FY2000 is
as diverse as it was in 1998. The top ten countries of origin make up
less than 50% of all immigrants who came to the Philadelphia metro
area. Of these top ten groups, immigrants from the Ukraine, Russia
and Vietnam have increased the most since FY 1998. While not in
the top ten groups, immigrants from Ecuador and Haiti doubled
between FY1998 and FY2000.

Of the 849,807 immigrants who were admitted to the United States
in FY2000, 189,357 or 22.2% reported having an occupation. The
remaining 77.8% were either homemakers, students, unemployed,
retired or had an unknown occupation. The top immigrant groups
coming to the Philadelphia metro area, however report having an
occupation at a higher rate than the nation. For example, 32% of all
immigrants from India and 33% of all immigrants from China report
having an occupation. This may suggest that a higher percentage of
immigrants coming to Pennsylvania are skilled, compared to the
nation.

Foreign 
immigration 
into the region 
is increasing . . . 

diverse . . . 

and skilled.

FOREIGN IMMIGRATION

Top 10 Immigrant Groups by Origin for Region, FY2000
Region Percent of Change Since

Origin Total Region Total FY 1998

India 1,203 9.5% 21.9%
China 1065 8.4% 43.7%
Ukraine 750 5.9% 110.1%
Mexico 660 5.2% 47.8%
Vietnam 648 5.1% 49.3%
Russia 492 3.9% 89.2%
Korea 447 3.5% -0.4%
Phillipines 374 3.0% 40.6%
Jamaica 354 2.8% 3.2%
United Kingdom 303 2.4% 32.9%

Source: U.S. Immigration & Naturalization Service



Worker quality is a key ingredient for productivity and is determined
by the education and skills attained by residents in the 9-county
metro area.

About one-third of the metro area’s residents in 2000 had formal
education from a post-secondary, degree-granting institution. In fact,
the region had a greater share of college graduates from 4-year
degree programs and graduate and professional degree programs,
than the nation overall. In addition, a greater share of residents
earned a high school degree than the nation overall.

Occupation of Regional Population, 2000
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The region 
has a greater 
share of college
graduates than 
the nation.

Most workers 
in the region 
have managerial, 
professional, 
technical, 
administrative 
or sales 
positions.

EDUCATION AND SKILLS 
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The majority of residents 
in 2000 were employed 
in non-production occupa-
tions. 17% worked in 
managerial or professional
occupations, 19% had 
office and administrative
support occupations and
21% had service occupa-
tions. Occupations involv-
ing direct physical activity
(operators, production and
repair and construction)
accounted for 25% of the
occupations held by resi-
dents in the 9-county
metro area.

Educational Attainment in the Region vs. U.S., 2000
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Food Workers

Sales Occupations
11%
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Administration
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19%
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Construction
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Occupations

Computer Related
Architecture
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5%

Business Management
Financial Operations

Education
Libraries

Management & 
Professional Occupations

17%
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. Occupations representing 
less than 2% of employed persons not included.
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The system of post-secondary institutions throughout the 9 counties
of the region represents an important pipeline of new, educated and
skilled workers into the labor force.

Regional educational institutions in the 9-county area produced
52,000 degree earners (not including certificate earners) in the
2000-2001 academic year. 87% of these graduates earned at least 
a 4-year bachelors degree.

76% of all degree recipients earned a degree in one of the following
ten fields of study: Business Management, Health Professions,
Education, Social Sciences, Visual and Performing Arts, Liberal 
Arts and Sciences, Psychology, Engineering, Biological Sciences/Life
Sciences and Communications.

In 2000-2001,
regional 
educational
institutions 
produced more 
than 52,000 
graduates.

GRADUATES OF 
POST-SECONDARY

PROGRAMS

Regional Post-Secondary Graduates 
by Degree Type, 2000-2001

Bachelors
52%

Associates
13%

Masters
25%

Doctors
3%

First Professional Degree
7%

Source: PA Department 
of Education; NJ Commission on Higher 

Education. Does not include data on certificates
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Soure: PA Department of Education,
NJ Commission on Higher Education;
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9,958

7,740

4,972

3,826

2,514

2,476

2,435

2,064

1,918

1,769

Top Ten Fields of Study for Regional 
Post-Secondary Graduates, 2000-2001

The top ten programs 
accounted for 76% 
of all graduates
from post-secondary
programs, and
one-third earned 
a degree either 
in Business or 
Health fields.

Almost 18,000 degrees were awarded to students in business-relat-
ed and health-related programs, accounting for 33% of all degree
earners in 2000-2001.  The fact that these two fields are the top two
ranking programs may be reflective of the region’s historic strength in
these two industries; however, they do not necessarily represent the
strongest employment growth prospects. (See page 73 for a discus-
sion of these gaps.)
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In the 2000-2001 school year, over 211,000 students were enrolled
in public high schools (grades 9 through 12) in the region. This num-
ber has increased every year as the region’s school age population
has grown (see page 55.) Between 1997/1998 and 2000/2001,
enrollment in public high schools increased by 4.9%.

Montgomery County experienced the greatest growth (10.6%) in the
region during this period, while enrollment in Salem County declined
by over 4%. Overall, enrollment has increased the most on the
Pennsylvania side of the metro area.

Between the 1997/98 and 2000/01 school years, drop out rates
across the region stayed relatively flat. Philadelphia continues to 
have the highest drop-out rate of 7.3% and Bucks County had the
lowest at 1.3%. Since 1997/98 drop out rates decreased in Bucks,
Delaware, Montgomery, Philadelphia, Camden and Salem Counties.

Enrollment 
in public 
high schools is 
increasing . . . 

but is 
growing 
unevenly 
across the 
metro area.

Public high 
school drop 
out rates are 
getting better 
or remaining 
steady . . . 

HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS
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Change in Public High School Enrollment, 1997/98 – 2000/01



In 2000-01, 74% of public high school graduates indicated that 
they were entering college after graduation. (While a high school stu-
dent’s indication that he or she is pursuing college after graduation
may not be an exact measure, it should be reasonable.) Another 
4% were pursuing “other” education and 13% stated that they had
found employment. These rates are very similar to previous year
graduate responses. A higher percentage of Philadelphia high school
graduates enter the labor market directly than in any other county;
Montgomery County graduates move on to college at the highest
rate.

Intended Destination of 
Regional High School Graduates, 

2000-01

63

HI
GH

 SC
HO

OL
 ST

UD
EN

TS

and 74%
of public 
high school 
graduates 
are entering 
college.
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Source: PA and NJ Departments of Education; Drop out rate is calculated as the number of 
dropouts in grades 9 through 12 in the 99-00 school year as a percentage of enrollment.DROP OUT RATE
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In Pennsylvania, most adult welfare recipients are required to participate in
some type of work activity. 

As of April 2002, 31,258 adult heads of households were receiving cash
assistance in the 5-county area — a decrease of 4,291 people (12%) since
December of 2000. 

Most adults receiving cash assistance in the metro area live in Philadelphia
(27,734); in fact, of the number of adults receiving cash assistance in the
metro area, 89% live in Philadelphia.

Of all the people receiving cash assistance, 16,473 (53%) were required 
by the state to be engaged in some type of work activity. Of these, 6,166
recipients (37% of those required to be engaged in a work activity) were
employed. This is down from December 2000 when 7,605 (40%) were
employed. As a result, more recipients are engaged in temporary work 
(2%) or conducting a job search (6.7%) than were in December of 2000.

In December 2000, only 647 recipients were involved in educational 
programs. By April 2002, 1,268 were so engaged.

Status of Regional
Adult Welfare 
Population
Required 
to be in Work 
Activity, as 
of April 2002

Fewer individuals 
are receiving cash 
assistance in the 
5-county Southeastern
Pennsylvania area
than were in 1999 . . . 

and, fewer recipients
are employed than
were in previous years.

Twice as many 
welfare recipients 
are involved in 
educational programs
than were in 
December of 2000.
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Status of Welfare Caseload in the Southeastern Pennsylvania 5-county Area
Adult heads of household December 1999 December 2000 April 2002
receiving cash assistance All TANF Caseload All TANF Caseload All TANF Caseload

TOTAL CASELOAD: 41,678 35,549 31,258
Working Activity Required: 25,943 62% 18,977 53% 16,743 53%

Employed (1) 8,669 33% 7,605 40% 6,166 37%
In temporary work 265 1% 184 1% 369 2%
In educational activities 698 3% 647 3% 1,268 8%
In training activities 1,516 6% 1,263 7% 1,260 8%
In job search 1,593 6% 995 5% 1,136 7%
CAO pursuing compliance 11,183 43% 6,407 34% 4,094 24%
All other (2) 2,019 8% 1,802 9% 2,450 15%

Source: PA Department of Public Welfare      Note: Data does not include New Jersey counties in the metro area.
(1) Includes individuals who are self-employed.    (2) Includes individuals who are non-exempt, non-willful, non-compliant” and “referred to contractor awaiting activity”.

In Temporary Work
2%

Employed
36%

In Education 
Activities

8%
In Training 
Activities

8%
In Job 
Search

7%

CAO Pursuing
Compliance

24%

Other
15%

Source: PA Department of 
Public Welfare for the Philadelphia 
five counties only.
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In 2000, private businesses employed over 2.2 million people in the
9-county area —  an increase of 4.8% or 100,502 jobs since 1998.

The majority of the region’s jobs (79%) are located on the
Pennsylvania side of the metro area —  particularly in Philadelphia
and Montgomery counties.

All counties in the metro area experienced job growth since 1998.
And, while Montgomery and Philadelphia counties grew by the most
number of people, Burlington and Chester counties experienced the
greatest percentage growth during this time.

As discussed in the following section, five industries drove growth 
in the region between 1998 and 2000: Professional, Scientific 
and Technology; Finance and Insurance; Educational Services; 
Retail Trade; and Transportation and Warehousing. Each of these
industries, however, did not grow equally among the counties. In 
the Professional industry, growth was strongest in Philadelphia and
Chester counties; in Finance and Insurance, Montgomery County
growth dominated; Educational Services grew in every county but
Delaware and had its strongest growth in Philadelphia. Retail trade
employees grew the most in Montgomery and Chester counties; and
Transportation growth was strongest in Philadelphia accounting for
over 25% of job growth in the county.

Regional Industry 
Employees by 
County, 2000

Since 1998,
employment 
in the region
increased in all
counties . . . 

and was driven 
by growth in five
specific industries.
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EMPLOYMENT AND 
GEOGRAPHIC DISPERSION
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Source: U.S. Census, 
2000 County Business Patterns
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Employment growth is projected to be strongest in suburban coun-
ties that are already growing, particularly Chester, Bucks, Gloucester
and Burlington counties. Montgomery County which has an increas-
ing share of the region’s population base is projected to have some-
what slower growth. While no county is expected to experience an
employment loss, growth will be slight in Philadelphia.

Salem

Gloucester

Camden

Burlington

Philadelphia

Montgomery

Delaware

Chester

Bucks

0 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

Soource: U.S. Census, County Business Patterns

Percent Change in Employment by County, 1998-2000

Regional Employment Projections by County, 2000-2005

2000 2025 Percent Change

Bucks 272,000 338,000 24.3%
Chester 230,000 289,000 25.7%
Delaware 236,000 270,000 14.4%
Montgomery 491,000 568,000 15.7%
Philadelphia 786,000 840,000 6.9%
Burlington 207,000 251,000 21.3%
Camden 232,000 264,000 13.8%
Gloucester 100,000 123,000 23.0%
Salem n/a n/a n/a
Total Metro Area 2, 554,960 2,942,560 15.2%

Source: Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission, April 2000

A LABOR MARKET ANALYSIS 
OF GREATER PHILADELPHIA

Growth is 
projected to be
strongest in the
region’s suburban
counties.
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In 2000, 60% of all private sector workers were employed by one of the
region’s largest industries: Health Care and Social Services, Retail Trade,
Manufacturing, Professional, Scientific and Technology, Administration
and Support and Finance and Insurance.

Between 1998 and 2000, employment in the region grew by 4.8% or
100,502 people. Employment growth was greatest in five industries:
Professional, Scientific and Technology; Finance and Insurance;
Educational Services; Retail Trade and Transportation and Warehousing.
Employment growth in these industries alone accounted for over 64%
of the all employment growth in the region.  

Within these industries, certain sectors were the real drivers of growth. 
In the Professional industry, for example, employment grew the most in
Philadelphia and Chester Counties. In Philadelphia, this growth was driv-
en by increases in computer system design, management consulting, and
engineering and architectural services. In Chester county, computer sys-
tem design and R&D services grew the most in the Professional industry.
Finance and Insurance, which grew strongly in Montgomery County, was
driven by growth in security and commodity firms, portfolio management
and financial investment activities.

Between 1998 and 2000, five industries also lost employees: Manufac-
turing, Utilities, Health Care, Auxiliaries and Mining. While Health Care
and Manufacturing continue to make up a large portion of the region’s
employment base, they did not grow between 1998 and 2000. In fact,
Manufacturing lost the greatest number of people (8,837) of all indus-
tries. The Utility industry itself was hardest hit, losing over 42% of its
employees since 1998. 

60% of workers 
in the region are
employed in one 
of the region’s 
six largest 
industries . . . 

two of which 
lost employees
since 1998:
Manufacturing and
Health Care and
Social Services.

REGIONAL INDUSTRIES: 
TODAY AND TOMORROW
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Industry growth projections suggest that growing industries will contin-
ue to grow while declining ones will also continue to lose jobs. By
2025, it is projected that the Financial, Insurance and Real Estate
industries will grow by over 23% while Manufacturing will decline the
most and lose another 6.7% of employees. 

-15,000 -10,000 -5,000 0 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000

Source: U.S. Census, 2000 County Business Patterns
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REGIONAL OCCUPATIONS: TODAY AND TOMORROW

“HOT” Job Openings
in 2002:
College or More

m  General Managers
m  Secondary School

Teachers
m  Computer Programmers
m  Computer Support

Specialists

Some Post-Secondary

m  Registered Nurses
m  Secretaries

On-the-Job-Training

m  Food Prep/
Fast Food

m  Waiters and
Waitresses

m  Janitors and
Cleaners

m  Office Clerks

Annual Wage Range in 2000 Education/Training Needed

College Some On-The
Degree or Post- Job

More Secondary Training

Philadelphia

Registered Nurses $40,722 $54,647 x 
Waiters and Waitresses $12,166 $15,908 x  
Office Clerks $14,027 $25,719 x  
Food Prep Workers x  
General Managers and Top Execs $41,407 $94,722 x
Secretaries (not including Legal or Medical) x 
Janitors and Cleaners x  
Secondary School Teachers x
Fast Food, Service Workers $12,188 $18,179 x  
Guards $12,616 $21,021 x  
Office and Administrative Support Managers $25,467 $47,422 x  
Social Workers x
Systems Analysts x
Nursing Aides, Orderlies and Attendants $17,730 $21,990 x  
Elementary School Teachers x

Bucks County

Retail Salespersons $13,721 $27,788 x  
Cashiers x  
General Managers and Top Execs $39,216 $93,919 x
Waiters and Waitresses $12,181 $13,719 x  
Office Clerks $15,764 $25,150 x  
Registered Nurses $37,545 $53,020 x 
Secondary School Teachers x
Food Prep Workers x  
Elementary School Teachers $34,638 $61,238 x
Fast Food, Service Workers $12,313 $18,183 x  
Hand Packers $12,887 $22,541 x  
Telemarketers and Door Sales x  
Marketing/Sales Supervisors x  
Office and Administrative Support Managers $28,016 $46,138 x 
Laborers and Groundskeeping x

Occupations in Each Area with the 
Most Annual Job Openings (Top 15 in ranked order) 

Both Pennsylvania and New Jersey track the number of job openings in each occu-
pation on an annual basis and make projections about openings in the future. A
review of the fifteen occupations with the most number of annual openings in each
of the Pennsylvania counties in the metro area and those in the Camden Labor
Market Area reveals:

m  Occupations in the food service, retail, office, medical and computer fields are in
demand across the region.

m  Over half of the top demand occupations in each area require no more than on-
the-job training.

m  Consequently, many of the demand occupations in the region have low average
salaries.

m  Demand occupations requiring at least a college degree include: General
Managers, Systems Analysts, Computer Engineers and School Teachers. 

m  More of the demand occupations in Philadelphia, Montgomery and Chester
counties require at least a college degree. 

m  Some demand occupations seem specific to a particular area. For example,
Guards and Social Workers are two in-demand occupations in Philadelphia –
but not anywhere else in the region. At the same time, Computer related occu-
pations are most in-demand in Montgomery, Chester and Delaware Counties.
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Annual Wage Range in 2000 Education/Training Needed

College Some On-The
Degree or Post- Job

More Secondary Training

Montgomery County

Retail Salespersons $13,199 $25,731 x  
Waiters and Waitresses $12,166 $18,012 x  
Cashiers x  
Systems Analysts x
Office Clerks $15,274 $25,812 x  
Telemarketers and Door Sales x  
General Managers and Top Execs $43,830 $102,483 x
Food Prep Workers x  
Registered Nurses $35,704 $54,154 x 
Computer Support Specialists x
Computer Programmers $43,854 $79,734 x
Secondary School Teachers x
Janitors and Cleaners x  
Secretaries (not including Legal or Medical) x 
Computer Engineers

Chester County
Computer Engineers X
Cashiers x  
General Managers and Top Execs $44,405 $99,993 x
Systems Analysts x
Waiters and Waitresses $12,156 $19,036 x  
Retail Salespersons $13,980 $26,613 x  
Office Clerks $13,394 $25,799 x  
Computer Support Specialists x
Registered Nurses $37,619 $53,494 x 
Computer Programmers $39,831 $67,078 x
Adjustment Clerks x 
Secondary School Teachers x
Janitors and Cleaners x  
Food Prep Workers x  
Office and Administrative Support Managers $29,831 $53,262 x

Delaware County

Food Prep Workers x  
Retail Salespersons $12,542 $22,349 x  
Cashiers x  
Computer Support Specialists x
Waiters and Waitresses $12,261 $18,165 x  
Office Clerks $14,601 $26,780 x  
Telemarketers and Door Sales x  
Registered Nurses $39,886 $53,023 x 
General Managers and Top Execs $40,740 $102,848 x
Elementary School Teachers x
Janitors and Cleaners x  
Office and Administrative Support Managers $27,726 $50,713 x  
Computer Programmers $38,445 $68,346 x
Fast Food, Service Workers $12,397 $15,517 x  
Nursing Aides, Orderlies and Attendants $13,805 $23,636 x

Camden Labor Demand Area*

Cashiers $12,792 $17,992 x  
Retail Salespersons $14,248 $24,128 x  
Waiters and Waitresses $12,688 $21,632 x  
Office Clerks $17,992 $28,392 x  
Food Prep Workers $14,040 $28,392 x  
Combine Food Prep and Service Workers $12,376 $17,888 x  
Secondary School Teachers $36,915 $66,140 x
Registered Nurses $44,928 $56,888 x 
Janitors and Cleaners $14,144 $26,104 x  
First Line Managers, Clerical $34,840 $54,704 x 
Casino Dealers x
Receptionists and Information Clerks $18,200 $26,520 x
First Line Managers, Sales $26,104 $99,736 x 
Hand Packers $13,000 $20,176 x  
Nursing Aides, Orderlies and Attendants $18,928 $25,792 x

Occupations in Each Area with the 
Most Annual Job Openings (Top 15 in ranked order) 

*Camden Labor
Demand Area covers
Atlantic, Burlington,
Camden and
Gloucester counties.    
Hourly wages are
converted to annual
wages by multiplying
2,080 hours.

Source: PA Labor and
Industry; New Jersey
Labor and Industry
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Occurrence of 
High Skilled Jobs 
and High 
Educational 
Attainment

While high skilled employers and high skilled workers tend to reside 
in the same parts of the region — the supply of workers with the 
skills needed by some of the region’s growing industries, particularly
Information Technology, may not be sufficient to meet demand. 

The three industries in the region to experience the most substantial growth
since 1998 — Education; Professional, Scientific and Technology; and Finance,
Insurance and Real Estate — also have the highest concentrations of employ-
ees with at least a college degree. Aside from the educational institutions in
Philadelphia and on the southeastern edge of Delaware County, many of these
industries are located in municipalities with high education attainment rates.
While a spatial mismatch does not seem to exist between where these high
skilled employers operate and where high skilled employees live, a skill 
mismatch does exist between the types of skill required by some of these
employers and that available in the region. Namely, the supply of workers 
with post-graduate degrees in computer-related fields (page 60) may not meet
the expected growth in the Information Technology industry (see page 69). 
This lack of supply is already evident in the fact that computer related posi-
tions (with at least a bachelors degree) are in high demand in every county
across the region (pages 70 and 71). 

Concentration of High-
Skilled Employer/Employees
by Industrial Class
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Less than 20%

20-40%
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Sources: U.S. Census; 
County Business Patterns, 
1999 and U.S. Census, 2000
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Employers in need of low-skilled workers are located at a distance
from their greatest supply of workers — impairing their ability to fill
job openings.

Another three of the largest growing industries in the region —
Transportation and Warehousing, Wholesale Trade and Retail Sales —
also have the highest concentrations of employees with less than a 
high school degree. Unfortunately, these industries are located in 
municipalities where some of the region’s most educated live. The indus-
try to feel this mismatch most appears to be the Retail Industry, while
Transportation and Warehousing serves as the exception. Large retail
employers seem to be located at a distance from the greatest concentra-
tion of unskilled workers. This is confirmed by the fact that demand 
for retail salespersons and cashiers is high in all counties in the region,
except Philadelphia (pages 70 and 71) The Transportation and
Warehousing Industries, on the other hand, have many sites on either
side of the Delaware River — areas with some of the region’s lowest
educational attainment rates. As a result, positions in the industry are
filled — with very few annual openings each year. (pages 70-71) 

Occurrence of 
Low-Skilled Jobs
and Low
Educational 
Attainment

Concentration of Low-Skilled
Employer/Employees by
Industrial Class

Retail

Wholesale trade

Transportation/
Warehousing

Percent of Population 25
Years and Older Without a
High School Degree

Less than 5%

5-15%

More than 15%

Sources: U.S. Census; 
County Business Patterns, 
1999 and U.S. Census, 2000
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Half of the demand occupations in the region require no more than on-the-job train-
ing and might be a good fit for many of the region’s residents who have no more
than a high school education. Yet, many of these residents face serious obstacles in
getting these positions — obstacles unrelated to their skills or education.

These low skilled occupations — fast food workers, retail clerks, cashiers, waiters and
janitors — are in demand in the suburban counties of the region where the supply of 
low skilled workers is minimal. The supply of low-skilled workers is greater in and around
Philadelphia, but these workers can have a difficult time getting these positions for a
number of reasons. Transportation to the suburbs can be too costly or time-consuming
and housing in the suburbs is likely unaffordable at low-skilled worker wages. Day care,
too, poses a problem on a number of fronts. Since day care sites appear to be concen-
trated in Philadelphia and dissipate as one moves further from the City, it would seem
that opportunities are plentiful for a low-skilled worker to find daycare near their home.
The fact, however, that these low-skilled positions in the suburbs continue to go un-filled,
can indicate that day care is an obstacle because: 1) it is simply unaffordable; 2) while 
a center exists nearby, slots may not be available; 3) the logistics of transportation and
day care are unmanageable and; 4) the day care centers do not operate during 
all working hours. While a day care center might stay open until 6 in the evening, retail
stores can be open until 10 pm.
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Number of Employees
Classified under childcare 
services (Zip code areas)

0-25

26-75

76-150

151-350

351-533

Labor Force 
Participation Rate
(Municipalities)

Under 60%

60-70%

over 70%

Sources: U.S. Census; 
County Business Patterns, 
1999 and U.S. Census, 2000
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