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Alina Burton:  I would like to introduce today's moderator for the Town Hall Training Employment Guidance Letter 23-19, Change 1 webinar. Christina Eckenroth is a workforce analyst in Employment and Training Administration with the U.S. Department of Labor. Please welcome Christina. 

Christina Eckenroth:  Welcome, everyone, to today's town hall. So to get us started, we'd like to hear about your experience with data validation and with the Training Employment Guidance Letter 23-19, Change 1. 

So we're going to pull up a couple of polls. Let's pull up the first poll to let us know your familiarity with data validation. So are you very familiar, meaning you regularly conduct validation for your program? Are you somewhat familiar? You've participated or you've had training on conducting data validation for your program? Or maybe you're just not very familiar with data validation. You're new, or you don't yet have experience with data validation. You just let us know which best represents you. 

Okay. I see a lot of responses still coming in. All right. Let's give people maybe five more seconds to respond there. All right. So it looks like, if we can close that poll, it looks like most folks are at least somewhat familiar with data validation, which is great. 

So our next poll helps us to know your experience with the TEGL 23-19, Change 1 specifically. So let us know how far you've gotten with it. So you read it, and you have no questions. All fine. You read it, but you do have some questions. Maybe you just skimmed it -- through it. You haven't really gotten into it yet. Or you know what? You have not had the time or chance to read through it. You just let us know where you are in terms of TEGL 23-19, Change 1. 

Okay. We'll give everybody maybe five more seconds. Respond to the one that best describes your experience with TEGL 23-19, Change 1. 

Okay. I see the responses slowing down. Let's broadcast that and that poll and broadcast the response. It looks like a lot of people have some experience with reading it, or it's definitely on your to do list. Well, that's great. That will really help us with the rest of today's presentation. 

So today we are joined by presenters from ETA's program and performance offices. We'll hear from Evan Rosenberg, Greg Scheib, Malika Mathews, Dana Westgren, and Dana Mathews. 

Our presenters will provide some background to data validation, will review what's new in TEGL 23-19, Change 1, will reiterate what's still the same, will address some program specific highlights, will take as many questions as we can, and then will also discuss some technical assistance tools. 

So if you are newer to data validation or you need a little bit of a refresher, let's take just a few moments to ensure everyone is on the same page.

So what is data validation, if you're super new to us? Well, that really is just the term we're using for the series of internal controls and techniques that should be employed to ensure your programs are reporting accurate and reliable data. 

Why do we even do this? Well, here are some helpful citations to be aware of. There are some requirements in the WIOA statute. There's also a series of guidance that might look familiar to you. 

What was the purpose of Training Employment Guidance Letter 23-19, Change 1? So this guidance does align with our previous guidance and also expands upon it. So in the updated guidance, it provides some clarifying language, revisions to the data validation requirements that are specific to grant recipients of DOL workforce programs, and you'll see some changes that we'll go over later in the presentation. 

Our main objective here was to provide guidance that gives you a structure that supports valid, accurate, reliable, and comparable data across our programs. It helps you find and resolve any data issues that might lead to inaccurate reporting. And it supports some continuous improvement in reporting our data. 

It's going to clarify and revise the acceptable source documentation to use for validating elements, which we hope you will find very helpful. 

So who does this apply to? So it applies -- TEGL 23-19, Change 1 applies to both core and non-core programs. If this is a new term for you, here find your program on the list to determine if you are a core program or a non-core program. 

So very broadly, the core programs and the Trade Adjustment Assistance Program have some requirements. They're required to develop data validation procedures. They're required to do regular data element validation and conduct that at least annually. And they're required to use the source documentation to validate the data elements that are in Attachment 2 marked with an X. 

What if you're a non-core program? Well, non-core programs are generally encouraged or recommended to follow those same guidelines in the TEGL. But we do ask that you please read our Attachment 1 very carefully for your specific program requirements. 

And note that, for example, SCSEP has existing program data validation guidance that they want you to follow. Job Corps contractors are asked to be -- asked to follow specific source document requirements for their student related data entry, and they publish a program instruction notice when changes are made to any of those. So this is why it's important to read the Attachment 1 specific to your program. 

Now that we're all caught up, Greg Scheib and Evan Rosenberg will highlight what's new in Change 1. Greg will give us an overview. Greg.

Gregory Scheib:  Thanks, Christina. Nice to be with everybody today. A lot of the changes in this data validation TEGL have really been done with equity and accessibility in mind. 

And the TEGL emphasizes that the goal of the data validation is to support data integrity while maintaining equity and accessibility for all participants and also that good data validation practices should not create unnecessary burdens or hurdles for participation in our programs and, in fact, are intended to make it easier for both grantees and participants. 

To that end, self-attestation has been added as an option to many elements, and the definition of self-attestation has been clarified along with the parameters to help grantees document that self-attestation. 

The TEGL also streamlines the allowable source documentation categories and standardizes the language among all programs. Our object here to make it easier for grantees ultimately try to navigate all this. 

We've also defined and updated terms like electronic records to better reflect the way most records are now being generated. And you'll also see some formatting changes as well. For example, the R in the data element table in the attachments has been replaced with an X to avoid confusion about reporting requirements. And again, the X in the column represents that the data elements are applicable to a particular program for validation purposes.

Again, DOL encourages grant recipients to consider the impacts on equity and accessibility when devoting -- excuse me -- when developing their source documentation policies and procedures. 

So while in many cases other forms of source documentation may be preferred when practicable, self-attestation is an important option for populations with barriers to obtaining eligibility and reporting documents. And of course, having a more flexible policy helps ensure that our populations can equitably access services. Evan's going to be talking a little bit more about this as well in a bit. 

So here on the screen, you're going to see an updated definition of self-attestation. The definition emphasizes that self-attestation may be participant generated -- or excuse me -- must be participant generated and traceable uniquely to that person, and that the documentation must be maintained by grantees. 

And we've also clarified that digital electronic signatures can include an email, a text, or unique online survey responses from participants to help document that. 

I'm now going to pass things over to Evan to discuss some other important considerations with self-attestation. Go ahead and take it away, Evan.

Evan Rosenberg:  Thanks, Greg. Hi, everybody. So I'm going to talk about self-attestation and how it relates to equity and accessibility. And while I know it's not often best practice to read directly from a slide, I'm going to start by reading the quote on your screen, mainly because I saw in the initial survey that almost half of you have not read the article yet. And while I'm certain you'll go back and read it after this webinar, I really want to call your attention to this particular part of it. 

So I'm going to share with you a very important part of the TEGL which says that, "DOL encourages grant recipients to consider the impact on equity and accessibility when developing their source documentation, policies, and procedures. For example, grantees considering restrictions on the use of self-attestation should consider that, while other documentation sources are preferred when practical, self-attestation is an important option for populations with barriers to obtaining eligibility and reporting documents (such as disconnected youth, American Indian and Alaska Native populations, individuals experiencing homelessness, justice involved individuals, refugees, disaster impacted individuals, and others) and help ensure such populations are able to equitably access services."

As I'm sure you all know, DEIA, including equity and accessibility, are very important to the Department of Labor and part of our vision for ensuring that all of those out there who need services get them. And a big part of the change TEGL was with equity and accessibility in mind. 

And while we -- and I'll talk in a moment about a particular data element where we added self-attestation. Self-attestation was around in the previous TEGL, but we saw instances where it wasn't being utilized and where some of those populations weren't getting access to services because of it.

I'll give you a couple of examples that I've heard is, so, those of you who don't know me, I work on the WIOA youth program. And I heard from a fair amount of our local WIOA youth programs that, even though self-attestation is allowable as a data source, some other states discouraged it or even had policies restricting the use of self-attestation. 

And so, young people who didn't have certain documents weren't able to obtain services and enter the program, even when they were eligible. And that is really concerning. 

And so, while it's up to grantees or up to states to -- in the formula program to decide whether to restrict the use of certain source documents, as you can see from this language, we would strongly consider that you use self-attestation when other documents -- documentation sources aren't available to some of our populations. 

And even another example that I recently saw was I was helping one of our regions do some monitoring, and we were monitoring a state that had great DEIA policies and even encouraged the use of self-attestation. However, when I talked to their local areas, they were under the misimpression that the state didn't encourage but actually discouraged the use of self-attestation. So it was an example where the state was encouraging it and saw its importance, but for whatever reason, that message was lost when it got to the service provider level. 

And so, the other piece here is not only ensuring that you have policies that allow for equity and accessibility but making sure that all of your locals and all of your service providers understand those policies and that they're very clear. 

So moving on to the next slide. Other documentation sources are preferred, when practical. If your participants have source documents beyond just self-attestation, you should use those, and self-attestation should not be your default. But self-attestation is absolutely allowable where it's listed as a data source. 

And again, for equity and accessibility purposes, we would definitely encourage you to use self-attestation when other sources aren't an option, particularly for those populations that often have barriers getting that documentation. 

So I mentioned that there is one new data element where we added self-attestation, and it's an important one, particularly for WIOA youth and other youth programs. So I wanted to call attention to it, and it is the date of birth data element. I think it's element number 200 in the PIRL. 

And this is an important one for youth because a lot of times the hard documentation that's included in source documentation such as a driver's license or state ID or birth certificate, those aren't accessible to many youth, including youth who are homeless, maybe youth in foster care. And so, that can be a barrier to eligibility, and we've heard that from a lot of local areas.

So that is why we added self-attestation as an allowable source document for date of birth. 

But I want to call your attention to that second bullet where it's not necessary to go back and obtain documentation beyond self-attestation for date of birth for data element or reporting purposes. It is critical that your programs do help the individual, if it's a young person or someone else, obtaining that date of birth documentation such as a driver's license, a state ID, birth certificate, et cetera, because down the road the young people are going to need that documentation for a job and for lots of other things. 

So we want to make sure that you help the young people and other participants get the documents for their own sake, not for data validation purposes or eligibility purposes, but because it's really important programmatically for them to have down the road. 

So a summary of self-attestation. Self-attestation is allowable if it's listed as one of the source documents for data elements. And I will say that for WIOA youth, for eligibility, self-attestation is now an allowable source document for every single data element necessary for WIOA youth eligibility except for one, and that's basic skills deficient is the only exception where you would need a source document other than self-attestation. 

The reason is because youth wouldn't know based on our definition of basic skills deficient whether they meet that or not. But except for basic skills deficient, every other WIOA youth eligibility element is -- allows self-attestation. 

Secondly, it's about focusing on participant needs that permeate the entire program. And that is why we've added a lot of these changes in TEGL 23-19, Change 1. And then lastly, collect other data sources, if practical. 

So the last slide I'm going to talk about is the relationship between eligibility determination and data validation and source documentation. And this is another thing that we've added to the TEGL to discuss it because there's been confusion and questions about how eligibility determination and data validation source documentation differ. 

And I want to call your attention to those two phrases in bold, that these actions serve different purposes. Eligibility determination is about determining if an individual meets the requirements to become a program participant, whereas documentation of data validation relates to the quality of the data and reporting the data. 

And so, the important point here is that we want to make sure the lack of source documentation beyond self-attestation does not delay or prevent enrollment and receipt of services in a program. 

And again, as I mentioned in those previous examples, that is something that we've seen in the past where youth who are eligible for a program but don't have source documentation beyond self-attestation were not enrolled in the program because of that lack of documentation. And we want to make sure that the lack of source documentation does not prevent enrollment or services in a program. 

So with that, I'm going to turn it back to Greg to talk a little bit more about what's new in the TEGL. 

Gregory Scheib:  Thanks, Evan. So oops. Thank you. We're going to go back and just kind of wrap this up. 

As I mentioned earlier, we've also streamlined some of the allowable source documentation categories and standardized the language among all the programs, including clarifying what we mean by electronic records. 

We've also aligned the guidance with our Department of Education partners, which we'll talk a little bit more about in a second. 

We've also encouraged grantees to establish mechanisms for ensuring that zeros and blanks and null values and negative responses and things like that are also accountable. 

And some of the approaches we've highlighted include incorporating internal edit checks, outlier reports, and obviously, establishing processes for resolving any issues where your -- that are resulting in unreported or missing information. 

For those of you who are WIOA core program grantees, you may be asking yourself, how does this align with TEGL 17-18, the joint guidance with the Department of Education regarding data validation? 

We did consult in the development of the document with the Department of Ed on the revision to the TEGL, and there are really no major deviations to that. Obviously, though, however, there are more options now for source documentations in a number of data elements and of course the self-attestation piece, which we've talked about quite a bit.

As an example, under date of birth, which is PIRL number 200, for those of you who [inaudible], previously, there were 12 allowable source documentation, but we've added an additional six sources. So it gives you more flexibility on what you can utilize in that particular category. 

Finally, we do want to acknowledge -- and many of you have caught us up on -- there are some errors in the TEGL itself that needed addressing. For example, there's some -- there's a cut and paste problem with TAA PIRL 1534 making it the same as PIRL 1500. 

You also may have seen, if you're using the PDF version of the data element table, that some of the row hides have cut off some of the source documentations, which may not give you a full picture of what is allowable. 

Just rest assured that we are aware of most of those problems. Certainly, if you see something, you're welcome to reach out to your program office and let us know. But we have gone through -- we are aware of those, and part of what's going to happen is when we put out a Change 2, we will address those. 

I'd also add that in the webpage for the TEGL, there is an Excel version of Attachment 2, and that will avoid any problems with seeing any of the allowable source documentation. So I'd encourage you, if you haven't already, to download the Excel version of Attachment 2, which is available on the ETA website.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Greg. Thanks, Evan. 

So many areas -- that's what's new. So what's still the same? So many areas are still the same in TEGL 23-19, Change 1. And Dana Westgren and Dana Matthews are going to remind us what is still the same. So Dana Westgren, over to you. 

Dana Westgren:  Thank you so much, Christina. Appreciate it. As she mentioned, I'm going to take a moment to share some aspects of the TEGL that remain the same by highlighting those key factors that were often overlooked in the original TEGL. 

So all Title I core programs, so that's youth, adult, dislocated worker, must develop data validation procedures still, as must TAA programs. Now, the framework for this can be found in Section 4.B of the TEGL. 

These programs and other non-core program grant recipients do have the discretion to determine their own design, implementation, and periodic evaluation of these data validation documents as long as these procedures adhere to guidance and collect source documentation in compliance with Attachment 2 of the TEGL.

Those procedures must also include monitoring protocols consistent with regulations, and more details about those monitoring protocols can be found in the TEGL. 

Non-core programs, however, as mentioned earlier, must continue to follow program specific instructions. We will share a few of those later on in this presentation, and more detail can also be found in Attachment 1 of the guidance. 

Some programs with unique program specific instructions do include Indian and Native American affairs programs, Job Corps, the National Farmworker Job Program, YouthBuild, reentry employment opportunities. H-1B, Senior Community Services Employment Programs, apprenticeships, jobs for veterans state grants, and of course, some of our National Dislocated Worker Grants. 

We do encourage that all non-core programs align their data validation procedures with the framework for core programs, when possible, as outlined in the TEGL, because that allows for reduced burden on staff members that are completing data validation. 

We also wanted to highlight that quarterly data validation is still strongly recommended, though it is still not required. Annual data validation is still required. However, quarterly validation does allow for more real time troubleshooting and reduces staff burden at the end of the year. 

Further, the TEGL also suggests that non-core programs identify similar data elements required for validation across programs and use those requirements as a basis for developing requirements to any additional elements not set forth in the TEGL. Remember, where possible, it's best to align across programs to increase ease of collection and monitoring. 

Another commonly overlooked key factor in the original TEGL was the number of source documents that need to be collected for data validation. Remember, staff only needs to collect one source document, unless otherwise stated. The list provided in the TEGL is a list of acceptable options, not a list of requirements. 

As mentioned earlier when we discussed self-attestation, remember to consider impacts on accessibility and equity when developing your source documentation policies and procedures. There is no need to create undue burden for program participants. That is not the goal of data validation at all. Rather, we just want to make sure that we are accurately serving individuals and reflecting their needs. 

Finally, we want to remind you that data validation applies both to participants and to exiters, unless specifically stated otherwise. So make sure that you're doing this data validation across all of your participant files. 

However, data validation is not required for reportable individuals. And if you're not sure what a reportable individual is, that's an individual that shows intent to use program services and the specific reporting criteria of the program. 

These include individuals that provide identifying information, only use self-service -- the self-service system, or only receive information-only services or activities. Generally, these individuals would be served in your Wagner-Peyser programs and would not be considered participants. They do not need data validation. 

Now, I want to pass off to my colleague Dana Matthews who's going to share a little bit about some of our frequently asked questions about data validation, which we hope will help you all as you continue to think about this important process. Dana, passing it off to you.

Dana Matthews:  Okay. Thank you, Dana. Hi, everyone. We pulled out some of the common or general questions that most of you have, and hopefully, I can provide answers to them. And if not, we'll follow up with you. 

But some of the general questions that we've identified are, one, are source documentation for data validation and program eligibility the same? 

The answer is no. While they often take place at the same time, usually during your intake process, eligibility determination only needs to confirm that an individual meets the program requirements such as do they meet the age requirement for adult programs and examples such as that. 

Another question that most of you have, would DOL continue to monitor these requirements? If so, how? 

And the answer to that is yes. That's almost a guarantee that grant recipients can expect that federal staff will conduct monitoring activities. And when we come out to do those monitoring activities, that's usually we're checking for validation policies. We're verifying that you're complying with established policies, processes, and procedures. We have to verify that you're training your staff, and the corrective action that's needed is or is being implemented. We review files and source documentation. We review data validation results maintained by your federal records for retention policies. And we also analyze the data's integrity for the reports that are generated by the DOL. 

So more general common questions. Okay. What data validation must WIOA core programs in the TAA program develop? 

Okay. Here, written procedures for conducting data validation reviews. We review regular data validation training for staff. We're looking at your monitoring protocols, regular data integrity, review of program data, documentation of anything that may be missing, and erroneous data identified during the review process have been corrected. 

We're looking for documentation processes when it comes to maintaining the records and regular assessments of the effectiveness of data validation processes, as needed, and we recommend that this is done at least annually. 

Another question that comes up, would DOL provide statistical validation sampling methodology or validation software to grant recipients? 

The answer to that question, no. DOL encourages grant recipients to develop their own methodology for reviewing source documentation for those participant files. 

Another question, are states required to outline their processes? 

Yes. If you have a WIOA Title 1 and Title III program, should report the data validation and integrity processes and activities in the annual statewide performance narrative report that's outlined in TEGL 5-18. 

So those are just some of the common questions that we pulled out. And if you have any other questions, you can put that in the chat, and we could follow up with that later. Okay. So Christina, you can take over.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thank you, Dana. So in this section, we'll reiterate some program specific highlights. So these are key changes or new areas that program offices wanted to specifically highlight or provide an easy to reference slide for you. 

Note, not all programs have a special slide. So please be sure to read your program section of the guidance, Attachment 1, for program specific guidance. So I'll just say that one more time. If your program does not have a slide, it does not mean that there aren't some great tidbits in there. Please read Attachment 1. If your program does have a slide, you might want to pay extra attention. 

So this slide has some handy reminders for those of you who would be validating migrant seasonal farm worker status. The Wagner-Peyser Services ES programs document two different data elements related to migrant seasonal farm worker status. So here's a reminder about data elements 413 and 8-8, what they are and what they're for and how to document them. 

So I'm not going to go super into detail here, but if you have a question, you can drop it in the chat for us. But this is a nice slide to quickly reference for those of you who are doing migrant seasonal farm worker work. 

And this second slide helps you -- or is a reminder about the documentation for PIRL 14 -- 413 for MSFW designation. And what's really important that I would note here is that -- see that 413 also relates to the definition of MSFWs for whom ES outreach is staff attempting to contact. And you note that your case notes include outreach records. So they've tried to make that a little bit more relatable to folks who use outreach records and indicate that those do relate to case notes. 

So let's move on to H-1B. So H-1B folks, this is a reminder that everything is pretty much the same. So this is actually a very important reminder that you do have requirements. They haven't changed very much. So take a look here at this screenshot, this slide as a reference that the data valid -- there are no major changes to the guidance that we've previously provided. 

But if you have questions about data validation, please reach out to your federal project officer. You can also drop any questions in the chat. 

If you validate jobs for veterans state grant, JVSG, here are some highlights that include a reminder that self-attestation is sufficient for DVOP services and you only need that additional documentation when you're going to apply priority of service. And there's a quick reminder there about priority of service, which is enrollment and commitment of financial resources. 

We hope that clarification is helpful for the folks who are validating -- collecting and validating JVSG information. You can always drop a question specific to that in the chat or reach out to your program office. 

For our NFJP friends, there's a lot of information here. There are a few important areas highlighted that you really should reference when you're reading the guidance, especially that Attachment 2 of this guidance identifies all your acceptable source documentation and necessary to validate the selected data elements. 

We want you to remember that it is possible that an acceptable source document is not captured on the data validation source document list. So this is NFJP specific. If you think that's the case, NFJP grant recipients should submit requests to use other sources of eligibility documentation to their federal project officer. This is super unique to you. So please take an extra close look at that. 

There's also, as Evan had mentioned about the use of self-attestation. This is definitely a population where self-attestation or case notes should be used to meet customers' needs and increase your access to program services. There's also a suggestion that grant recipients use -- incorporate the use of self-certification in their NFJP applications. 

If you have additional questions about NFJP, please drop them into the chat or also reach out to your program office. 

So we're going to pause here. We've gone through a lot, and we're getting a lot of questions in the chat. So let's take just a moment. Drop additional questions into the chat, and then we will begin answering some of the questions that have come in. 

So while folks continue to drop questions into the chat. Let's get started with some of the questions we have already received. Evan, I'm going to turn this one over to you. 

The question is, "While self-attestation is an allowable source for documentation, what about excessive use of this form of documentation? Can you reiterate whether you would encourage or recommend that case managers continue to try to get required documentation to support some elements? Can you revisit that for us?"

Evan Rosenberg:  Sure. Thanks, Christina. This is -- I want to be careful in how I answer this because I don't want my answer to dissuade anyone from using self-attestation. But at the same time, we -- if we saw that the source document used for every single data element that allowed source documentation had self-attestation as a source document every single time, that would probably lead to some questions on our part. 

So there's not a right or wrong answer here. It's more of don't automatically go to self-attestation as the source document of first resort. If you can get harder documentation than self-attestation, you should do so. However, self-attestation is an important source document to use in order to provide equity and accessibility of our participants, particularly around eligibility data elements. 

And so it would also raise red flags if we didn't see it used at all. That's not to say a state couldn't choose to restrict it. We certainly wouldn't recommend restricting it, but states do have that option to go beyond DOL guidance. Again, wouldn't recommend, but state has that option. 

So it's kind of the happy medium of not seeing it all the time but wanting to make sure that all of the participants that could be served are served and that source documents don't get in the way of an individual accessing our services. 

So I know I didn't give you a hard and fast answer, and that's because there isn't one. Just don't make it your source document a first resort, and use it when necessary. And I think if you follow those kind of general guidelines, you won't have any issues when it relates to monitoring and things like that.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Evan. We have a question about Selective Service. "Can you talk about Selective Service documentation requirements?" Folks are wondering, "They're not covered in this TEGL."

Evan Rosenberg:  Yes. So if Selective Service is not covered in this TEGL, that means it is not a data element that requires validation. And so, you -- we don't provide source documents for any data elements that are not covered in this TEGL. 

If I remember correctly, I think there might be one or two discretionary programs that collect Selective Service, but the vast majority of our programs don't collect it at the federal level. 

Now, we know at the local level, when we're talking about young people between the ages of 18 and 25 that are required to register for the Selective Service, that's something you do have to check, but you don't have to report it to us. Therefore, we don't have a data validation policy on it. And so, that's something that you would determine at the local level.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Evan. I'm going to turn over some questions to Dana. 

So Dana, can you talk to us about, "When collecting source documentation, can it be electronic format, or does it have to be a hard copy?"

Dana Westgren:  Yes. Absolutely. Thank you, Christina. Good news. When you collect source documentation, it can be in electronic format, an electronic file. As long as the data validation TEGL doesn't specifically say it has to be hard copy, go ahead and use those electronic files. You want to make it more accessible.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Dana. Can you also remind folks. We talked about new sections. You covered what was new. Evan and Greg covered what was new. You covered what was the same. So are there any new data elements? 

Dana Westgren:  There are not. No. We did not add any new data elements, just some new and different ways to validate that data. 

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Dana.

Dana Westgren:  Of course.

Christina Eckenroth:  So Greg, I'm going to turn it over to you. We had a question come in that asked about monitoring. "Will states be monitored by U.S. DOL to update their data validation and integrity processes to align with this TEGL?" Question 25 in our queue. Is it still up to states to decide if they want to --

Gregory Scheib:  Yeah. Sorry. I'm with you. Well, yes. I mean, this is really not a question for me. This would probably be more appropriate for Dana or someone.

Dana Westgren:  Well, sure. I can jump in. I'm happy to jump in on that. States will be monitored, as Dana Mathews mentioned -- states will be monitored by the United States Department of Labor on some of their data validations. And the state can restrict use to self-attestation if they want to, but we prefer that they keep it open. We understand that it's -- we understand that it's helpful to receive more documentation, but we want to make sure that we're being as accessible and flexible as possible. But yes. You may be monitored by the Department of Labor on some of these components.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Dana. Evan, there is another question about data validation in terms of income and low income. So someone is asking if they're asked to enter accurate income data into their systems but in some situations with out-of-school youth and dislocated worker, they might not need to verify the individual's income. 

So the question is, "If we enter a low-income amount in our system and then we're being asked to verify the low-income status by collecting documentation for data validation, should we be collecting income documentation to verify low income, even if the low-income status is not a qualifying criteria for WIOA eligibility?"

Evan Rosenberg:  Thanks, Christina. This is a great question. So this speaks to the differentiation between data elements that are necessary for eligibility and data elements that are just necessary for reporting. And while there are a lot of out-of-school youth where low income is not required for eligibility, low income is a required data element for the WIOA youth program and most other programs. So we still want you to collect it. 

It's arguably not quite as important of a data element because it's not used for eligibility for those individuals. But to the best of your ability, you still need to collect yes or no, whether the individual is low income and, again, self-attestation is an allowable source document for low income. So whether it's reporting low income for eligibility or just because it's a required data element, you can use self-attestation to report low income if you're not able to obtain any other documentation for it.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Evan. So Dana W., "Does the development of internal data validation procedures exist at the state level or at the local provider level? And then who's supposed to do quarterly data validation? Can you just remind us about that?"

Dana Westgren:  Yes. Of course. Of course. So data validation procedures should be determined at the grantee level, whichever level that is, the local level or a grantee, if you're looking at a dislocated worker grant. But that doesn't mean that states don't have a role.

The states can implement or work with their locals to implement a broader data validation strategy that best serves their local areas, but those local areas should also be doing their own quarterly reviews. Take a look at your own data. Make sure that all of your procedures are being followed so that you don't have to get caught up in one of those monitoring visits. So you should keep it at the local -- grantee or local level, but definitely work with your state as applicable. 

Christina Eckenroth:  Great. Thank you. So we probably have about one more minute for questions. So please get your questions into the chat, if you have some questions. 

I'm going to take a quick one. It says, "How can we know if our grants are core or non-core?"

This is a great question, if that's new terminology for you. We do have it here on the slide, but core programs are Title 1 adult, dislocated worker, youth, Title II education programs, which is adult education, Title III Wagner-Peyser, Title IV, voc rehab. 

So if you are not one of those main programs, then you would be non-core and this are terms that are in the WIOA statute. But we have a handy dandy slide so you can just refer to that. And again, you can download the slides from today in the file pod, and also, there's a web link to the Training Employment Guidance Letter 23-19, Change 1, if you need a quick reference. 

All right. Let's see if we can get maybe one more question in. So let's take the question for Evan that asks, "What are the main changes for WIOA youth programing under this TEGL 23-19, Change 1?" Do you want to just reiterate some of the things that the youth program folks should really hone in on?

Evan Rosenberg:  Sure. So the changes weren't specific to just the youth program. So these changes are applicable to all the programs that I'll mention, but they probably have a bigger impact on the youth program than other programs. 

The biggest change, I would say, is allowing self-attestation for the date of birth data element. Again, as I mentioned earlier, that was something we heard was an issue for a lot of young people, that they didn't have documentation for date of birth, particularly homeless youth and others who aren't living with their parents anymore. And so, we now allow self-attestation as a source document for date of birth. That's probably the biggest change.

I would say the other change is really encouraging self-attestation policies that take into account accessibility and equity issues and really focusing on that DEIA piece. It's not necessarily a policy change but more just clarifying that self-attestation is allowable for a lot of data elements, and discouraging, restricting the use of self-attestation is -- we were much more explicit about that in this TEGL. So those are probably the two biggest changes that impact the WIOA youth program.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Evan. So we have a lot of questions we might not have been able to get to today. If we can't -- if we didn't get to your question, please drop it into the chat now or reach out to your program office. 

So I would like to move on to the next section, which is a quick summary and talking about some technical assistance tools and preferences for moving forward. Going to introduce Melika Mathews will cover this section. Melika.

Melika Matthews:  Hi, everyone, and thank you for -- Christina. First off, I just want to thank all of the speakers today for covering all of the questions and topics related to the new guidance. 

After today's webinar, we are hoping that you leave with a refreshed or better sense of the TEGL 23-19, Change 1 guidance. Also, that you'll be able to identify changes made from the original guidance. And finally, that you are in tune to program specific instructions. 

On this slide we've included the resources that were discussed during their presentations. So first, obviously, the actual TEGL 23-19, Change 1 guidance, the Attachments 1 and 2 that go over program specific instruction, as well as source documentation for WIOA core and non-core programs. Also, we've included other guidance and resources that are available that were covered throughout the webinar.

After learning more about the guidance, we'd like you to take a moment and reflect on what technical assistance products will be helpful for you. So I see a lot of you are already entering things into the poll. So select all that apply to you. Would the fact sheets, desk aid, videos, office hours, or maybe you have other ideas of what technical assistance products would be help for you -- helpful for you? 

So if you have other ideas, please enter those into the chat, and I'll give you all just a little bit more since I'm seeing a lot of results come in to answer the question before moving on. 

So definitely fact sheets. I see that and desk aids are the top resources that folks are feeling would be most helpful. 

Okay. I think that we can go ahead and end the poll. I see that the responses are slowing down a bit. So thank you all for your feedback on that. 

If you have additional questions, we may have some time to take that -- to take those before ending today. Otherwise, if there are questions, you can reach out to the relevant program office, or if you're not sure who that is, you can always contact us at ETAPerforms@DOL.gov, and we can route the questions appropriately and make sure that those get addressed. 

Christina, did you want to go back into the Q&A before we close out?

Christina Eckenroth:  Sure, Melika. We have just a few minutes. Let's squeeze in a couple more bigger questions that we think will be helpful for a lot of folks. Let's turn this one over to Greg. 

So Greg, someone asked, "Am I correct in understanding that non-core programs can use a different data validation process or policy from core programs? And do non-core programs need to match every data element?" Can you maybe explain the structure of the TEGL and provide a response to that?

Gregory Scheib:  Okay. I will try to do that, Christina. Thanks. So yeah. Well, I mean, while the non-core programs in some cases has different requirements for each program and things like that, there is still an expectation that all our non-core programs have some sort of data validation procedure and process in place. 

And that goes to just a good grants management approach, which is you need to be assured, just as we need to be assured, that your data is accurate and with something to consider, for example, is things such as participant eligibility, things like that, training, and the receipt of credentials and things like those. Those are all components that you are going to want to validate. 

One of the things -- and I'm speaking from an H-1B perspective. That's what I work in -- is that we do always encourage our particular grantees to reach out to their FPO and the specific program guidance.

In terms of, do non-core programs need to match every data element, well, different programs have different -- not every program uses the same data elements. So but if there are data elements that are relevant and associated with -- in particular with the eligibility and performance outcomes, those would certainly have to be part of a data validation process and methodology.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Greg. Let's squeeze in one more clarifying question. Evan, can you circle back to Selective Service and help folks understand where they can get the information and guidance about Selective Service?

Evan Rosenberg:  Sure. So thanks to the person who asked for clarification on Selective Service. I'm sorry if I confused anyone with my answer. My answer was specific to documentation for data validation and that we don't address it in this TEGL because it's not a PIRL element we collect for most programs. 

But we do have guidance on Selective Service registration and documentation. While I'm not 100 percent on the most recent TEGL, a quick Google search brought me to TEGL 11-11, Change 2, which, if I'm not mistaken, is our most recent guidance on Selective Service. But Dana Westgren, if you know of any other more recent guidance on that because I know you work on Selective Service issues, feel free to jump in. 

But as it relates specifically to Selective Service documentation, you should refer to our existing guidance as it relates to data validation. That's why we don't address it in this guidance.

Dana Westgren:  Evan, this is Dana. Yes. I believe that's the most recent updated guidance. So take a look at that all, and of course, reach out with questions.

Christina Eckenroth:  Great. Thank you both. There's a question here that I'll take that says, "Is it appropriate to have the same program staff complete their own data validation?"

No. This is a great question about separation of duties. So the best practice would be no. You should have folks who are different doing the validation than the folks who collected the data or not validating your own data. 

So if you are a small place and maybe there's not that many folks to choose from, how have other states addressed that or other areas addressed that, other grantees addressed that?

So there's been lots of creative ways that people have addressed this in the past. They have had other local areas do -- if you have a smaller place and you swap and have a local area that did not collect the data do the data validation. Sometimes you can bring in additional staff or different staff, maybe having your accounting staff or auditing staff come in and do the data validation rather than the program staff. 

So you're right. Good flag. It is the best practice to not have the folks who did the data collection be the same folks who do the data validation. Excellent, excellent flag. 

So we do have additional time if folks want to drop their questions into the chat. A quick reminder that you can access the PowerPoint from today in the file share. You can also access TEGL 23-19, Change 1 in the web links. And if you have a question, you can drop it in the chat today. If something comes up to you -- comes up later or is more program specific, we'd ask you to get back to your program office. 

So give us just a moment while we sort through some of the great questions coming in and see what we can answer to the benefit of the most folks. 

Evan, then there's a youth question again for you. "If we enrolled a youth participant with a self-attestation as a date of birth verification, can we later use WIOA funds to pay for the fees associated with obtaining the date of birth verification like a driver's license or a birth certificate?"

Evan Rosenberg:  Yes. Absolutely. I can answer, and yes. Absolutely is the answer. You can use WIOA youth funds to pay for obtaining date of birth verification, such as driver's license or birth certificate. Those would be considered allowable supportive services to help youth participate in employment.

Christina Eckenroth:  Great. Thank you. Here's another question that says "What type of documentation would monitors would be looking for that meets the traceable to the participant expectation?" 

So I'll start this off, and if Dana W. or Dana M. want to jump in, that's great. So this is an opportunity to read the TEGL. So we do address this in the TEGL. So traceable to the participant means that you can trace it back to something that the participant themselves told you versus something a case manager told you. 

So if I have an account and I utilize my account with a password and respond to a specific question through my account or my profile, that would be traceable to me. If I respond to my case manager via an email, that's back -- traceable back to me. So that's sort of what we're -- and there probably -- there's probably apps out there and various really ingenuous things that folks are using. But it has to be able to say, yes. Definitely. Christina is the one who provided that response, not Christina's case manager. 

Anything to add there, either Dana Matthews or Dana Westgren?

Dana Westgren:  Nothing for me. I think you answered that perfectly well.

Dana Matthews:  Yeah. I think that was a good explanation. Thanks.

Christina Eckenroth:  Well, great. Well, Dana W., I'm going to stay with you. "How do you recommend states collect source documentation for one time, one day Wagner-Peyser customers?"

Dana Westgren:  That's a great question. Now, if they are what we consider a reportable individual, so they just come in, use your services, use the computer, ask a few questions, and they're not enrolled as a program participant, we do not have to collect any -- we do not have to do data validation with them. It's just not something that you need to worry about. 

If they are going to be enrolled in a program, then you have to follow all of the relevant data validation requirements that are in that TEGL. But if they are a reportable individual, just let them use the services and be on their way. 

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Dana. Greg, I have kind of a foundational question for you. So we're working with participants, and participants are people. So can you talk a little bit about the rationale for not allowing self-attestation -- not recommending self-attestation as the first resort option?

Gregory Scheib:  Yeah. Thanks, Christina. Yeah. And this is -- I would call this part of the art of grants management as well, which is that -- I mean, and I think Evan spoke to this earlier. 

The intent of offering self-attestation as a -- as an option or broadening the way we've used it from previous data validation TEGLs is because we recognize that some participants, for whatever reasons, they're migrant seasonal farm worker, they're homeless, something like that, they may not have the types of source documentations that we would expect most people would have in terms of when they're participating in a program. 

So the other aspect of that to consider is that just because it's now offered doesn't mean that we expect you to use that as the -- your first line of defense. Oh, well, we can use self -- self-attestation is an options. So therefore, we should use it. Again to the point that Evan made earlier, I think any FPO that came out and monitored a particular program, if everybody was getting self-attestation for date of birth or something like that, the expectation was that you weren't really using it in the spirit that -- as intended. 

In other words, we've given you flexibility, but we want you to use it sparingly to offer more opportunities for programs -- for participants that might benefit for the programs. But we don't want them excluded or kicked out or refused service because they're not -- they don't necessarily have a piece of documentation. So again, it comes back to coming up with a process and that reflects that. I don't know if that helps, but --

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Greg. And I think this dovetails really well into the next question we have for Evan. So if someone is working with a special population like reentry population or folks who are still incarcerated, these grantees are finding that the individuals really don't have the required documents, like a driver's license, a birth certificate --

Evan Rosenberg:  Christina, I think we lost you. Are you still there?

Christina Eckenroth:  I am still here. Can you hear me?

Evan Rosenberg:  Oh, maybe it was just me. 

Christina Eckenroth:  Can you hear me? 

Evan Rosenberg:  Yeah. I can now. Can you start the question over?

Christina Eckenroth:  I can. Absolutely. Sorry about that, folks. So if you're working with a special population like reentry population or folks who are incarcerated but about to be released, these grantees are asking, "A lot of those folks don't have the required documents. Is this a good time to use self-attestation concept? And can we use WIOA support dollars to help them obtain these documents after they're enrolled?"

Evan Rosenberg:  Yes and yes. So when I talked about self-attestation being added for the date of birth data element, while I focused a lot on the WIOA youth program, that change applies to all programs, including reentry and every other WIOA youth program that requires date of birth as one of their -- or every other WIOA program, core, non-core, all the DOL programs that require date of birth as a data element to be validated. 

So it's not specific to just youth and reentry programs. Can absolutely use self-attestation when individuals don't have the required documents like driver's license, birth certificate, et cetera to document date of birth. 

And then yes. You can help those participants obtain those documents once they're in the program using WIOA supportive service dollars.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks for that explanation, Evan. Dana Westgren, here's a question for you about veteran priority of service. "Can you clarify that? Did we hear correctly that, if a veteran wants priority of service, they need to produce documentation? Can you explain that?"

Dana Westgren:  Yes. Of course. So in order to determine eligible veteran status for our programs, self-attestation is acceptable, but source documentation beyond self-attestation for this element may be required at the point in which a decision is made to enroll a covered person and commit financial resources. 

So a veteran is able to do self-attestation, but we would love for them to provide either cross -- we might cross-match with the Department of Defense records, a veterans service database, or receive a letter from the Veterans Administration to commit financial resources to that individual. And more information about all of this can be found in Attachment 2 of the TEGL.

Christina Eckenroth:  Great. Thanks, Dana. We have -- we've got a lot coming in. So please continue to put your questions in the chat. 

I'm going to take a question that came in. It's our -- internally, it's 39, Alina, and it says, "For self-attestation, can you elaborate on or provide an example of a unique online survey response?" Thank you. 

So again, that is the ability to tie the response back to the individual. So it's not a general response. We did a general poll when we asked you to share with us generally, but we didn't ascribe it to you. So I couldn't trace back who responded any one of the individual responses. 

But if I send a unique survey directly to you, Christina, you visited us today, how was your service, and I can trace it back to, Christina responded, this was how the service was or this was my response to, yes, I'm employed or whatever the unique survey response is, that's what we mean by unique survey response. So it's not the general rate us five stars. It's specific to the individual you're querying. 

Let's take a quick pause while we go through some of the ones that have just come in. 

Dana, I think there is a question for you about Social Security numbers and the data elements collection. Can you expand on that a bit?

Dana Westgren:  Yeah. Absolutely. So as a reminder, we do not require individuals to provide Social Security numbers as -- yeah. We do not require that individuals collect Social Security numbers. We know that it is sometimes a component of your eligibility. It is not required. So there are other options for documentation. Oh, yes. Of course.

Gregory Scheib:  Dana, this is Greg. I'm just going to hop in on this. I think you're speaking from a WIOA perspective, but there are non-core programs that require the grantees to at least ask for Social Security number. So there are nuances to that. So --

Dana Westgren:  Yes. I was just going to say, for example, for non-state dislocated worker grants, we often ask for Social Security numbers to engage in wage matching or some of those local grants. Yes. Absolutely. It can be different for different programs. But I was speaking from the core perspective. Thank you for that clarification.

Evan Rosenberg:  And just to add on to the discussion around collection of Social Security numbers, so, Social Security number is not one of our required PIRL elements that we collect at the federal level. It's something that is requested in order to do a Social Security wage match at the state and local level, as Dana and Greg talked about. 

But participants have the option to not choose to provide their Social Security number, and it is not a PIRL data element for DOL. Therefore, it would not be mentioned in our data validation TEGL because we don't collect that particular data element at the federal level.

Gregory Scheib:  Again, I just want to clarify, though, H-1B actually does collect Social Security numbers in the PIRL schema. So it is important that for the -- in particular for the non-core programs, that you look at your guidance around that and, if you have any questions, to come back to us on it.

Evan Rosenberg:  Gotcha. Thanks, Greg.

Gregory Scheib:  Uh-huh.

Christina Eckenroth:  So that's another plug for reading Attachment 1 and very carefully reading Attachment 2. Attachment 1 is your program specific guidance. Attachment 2 is the source documentation requirements. And if you have any questions after we leave this webinar today that are specific about your program, please reach out to your relevant program office because there are nuances. This TEGL does cover a lot of different programs. 

I'm going to take a question about record retention. And this one is saying, "We've moved from -- specifically for WIOA adult and dislocated worker programs, we've moved from paper files to more electronic files for participants who are receiving our career services. How long should source documentation be retained for data validation purposes? And will ETA be conducting data validation reviews for WIOA programs? Will that be left up to the states?" 

So I will give an answer. Then I'll give us space for Dana Matthews, Dana Westgren to jump in as well. 

So this TEGL -- excellent question -- does not change your record retention requirements. Those remain the same. So if you use a hard copy or if you use electronic records, the record retention requirements in federal law remain the same. That's three years. So -- since the last action. 

And in terms of monitoring, yes. The federal government, federal FPOs will be doing monitoring. I think Dana Mathews touched on that as one of our frequently asked questions. 

So the state or if you're not a state program, your federal project officer may come out and take a look at the policies related to data validation. This questioner is specifically from a state. So your state might do their own set of validation, and then the federal project officer might come out and do a monitoring of the state's policies and procedures and ensure that they are conducting data validation -- monitoring for data validation purposes. 

So the kind of monitoring that your state might do is definitely under the purview of the state. But we did put in the guidance the recommendation for a quarterly data validation and states might employ that in various different ways and a requirement for an annual data validation. So expect that monitoring to continue. 

All right. If anyone has anything to add there, please feel free to jump in.

Dana Matthews:  Yeah. I think that was a good clarification. Thanks.

Christina Eckenroth:  Great. Dana. Thank you. Evan, I'm going to go back to you about, "If I use self-attestation, do I have to go back and prove that the statement is true or get documentation?"

Evan Rosenberg:  The answer is no. You do not. And again, this is what I was really trying to emphasize when I was walking through my slides and the language in the TEGL is you do not need to go back and prove what they self-attest to is true. And you do not need to go back and get additional documentation. The documentation is the self-attestation. 

And I know that might sound like a change for some folks, but that is the policy on what self-attestation is. Otherwise, it would defeat the purpose for trying to provide equity and accessibility for our programs.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Evan. Dana Westgren, we're back to veteran priority of service. "We just want to make sure we got this right. If we're going to apply priority of service and enroll them over another person, do we need documentation then? Or if we're going to -- what if we're going to spend non-staff funding?" So can you provide a little bit more clarification?

Dana Westgren:  Yeah. Absolutely. And again, this is in Attachment 2. It's data element 301 shares some of this information on eligible veteran status. 

So the source documentation beyond self-attestation is acquired at the point where a veteran is being enrolled over a non-covered person and financial resources are committed. This does not include staff time. 

So if an eligible veteran is coming in and receiving services that do not require commitment of financial resources but do require some staff time, then self-attestation is totally fine. If they're being enrolled over a non-covered person in the priority of service metrics and financial resources are being committed -- and -- then we need more source documentation. 

Christina Eckenroth:  Thank you, Dana. If folks need more clarity, you can let us know in the chat or reach out to your program specific office after the event. 

I will address this question that came in about quarterly monitoring. "Is that more for WIOA performance requirements? Can you speak more on this?" 

So yeah. Quarterly data validation monitoring is recommended for all of our programs, not a requirement for any of the programs listed in the TEGL. And the rationale for checking in, doing data validation quarterly, and it can come in many different forms, is it helps some of our larger programs especially identify any issues earlier in the program reporting year that can be corrected before it's too late. 

You don't really want to find out that you've had a coding problem or a misunderstanding at the case manager level and are collecting the wrong kinds of things. You don't want to find that out at the fourth quarter, and there's really nothing to be done about it at that point. You'd like to find any problem a little bit early and make some resolution and get back on the right page. 

"So what kinds of data validation are some states that are already in front of this doing on a quarterly basis?"

Well, what we know a lot of states are doing, if they do it quarterly, are they're running some electronic checks quarterly. They're looking for outliers. Is -- does it seem like there are a lot of zeros where there shouldn't be zeros or blanks where there shouldn't be blanks or did we shoot up in a particular element where everybody is all of a sudden a veteran in this particular area? Did we mean that? Did something happen? 

There's checking in, kicking the tires, making sure that what's in their reports is reasonable. So they're checking out on those outliers. So a lot of those that happen quarterly are electronic. 

Some programs have also instituted some data validation checks when they do their regular file monitoring. So you might be checking in on some file reviews at a local level or on a state level, and they have a couple of data validation questions embedded in those. So they take a look at things, especially if a particular element might be an area of concern for a grant. 

So that could mean a lot of different things for your program. Some programs are much smaller. Some programs are much larger, but you have a lot of different options. So the recommendation is think about ways that you could incorporate data validation into your quarterly reports in an effort to catch problems that may or may -- or questions that may exist a little bit earlier so that you have better reporting at the end of the program year. 

And we're almost at the end of our time. So make sure you put in your questions into the chat, and we'll get to maybe two or three more. 

So Greg, I think we have a question for you. "I want to confirm that self-attestation is acceptable, that we should not use it as the only documentation and that this will be looked at during monitoring." Did the questioner get that right, Greg?

Gregory Scheib:  Yeah. That's -- I think that's spot on. That's the right answer there, which, again, just goes back to reemphasize the fact that -- and the TEGL still reflects this, is we still expect self-attestation to be a last resort option for you, if you can't get another source documentation for a particular item. So yes. That is true. Thank you.

Christina Eckenroth:  Thanks, Greg. Let's go back to Dana. There is a question for you. Can you talk about age being a requirement for adults? Verify. Some folks maybe thought they heard something. So could you go back and talk about what a requirement -- eligibility requirements are for adults?

Dana Matthews:  Oh, yes. In that question, when I stated the individual has to be 18 or older to qualify for the adult services, that's just a good example of the eligibility requirement, and the data validation must match those individuals who were classified as adults receiving those services. 

So I just wanted to clarify that that example was a good example of the adults receiving those type of services. So yes. They have to be 18 and older to be considered an adult for that type of program services.

Christina Eckenroth:  Okay. Thank you. 

Dana Matthews:  And, Evan, do you -- does anybody want to add to that part? Dana?

Dana Westgren:  No. I think you covered it. Yeah. 

Christina Eckenroth:  So Dana W., while I have you on the line, can you answer, "If we're enrolling and providing training funding without applying priority of service" -- this question, I think, is for veterans -- "no document is required?"

Dana Westgren:  If you are not utilizing veterans priority of service and you don't need to check a veteran's eligibility to apply that, then just follow whatever your program's requirements are for data validation. 

Obviously, it would be a little bit different for the core programs versus the non-core programs. So I encourage everybody to review that Attachment 2 and take a look through specific programs. 

I did hear from a colleague that veterans can provide a copy of their DD-214 as one of their source documents, for folks who are in the vets program and may find that interesting. So I wanted to provide that as well.

Christina Eckenroth:  Great. Thanks, Dana. So we're going to close out now. We're about one minute out from the end of our time. Thanks, everyone, for your participation today. 

Again, drop additional questions into the chat. We can capture them and understand what folks have questions and areas that will help us form future technical assistance. And also, please reach out to your relevant program office with additional questions after you've read the TEGL. If you don't know who that is, ETAPerforms@dol.gov can forward your question appropriately. 

I'm going to turn it back over to Alina. We're asking you to stay with us for just a few minutes and let us know if this was helpful. Thanks, everyone.
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