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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Welfare-to-Work (WtW) grants program was a large federally funded effort to help the
most disadvantaged welfare recipients leave the rolls and become employed. As part of the
Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997, Congress provided $3 billion for WtW programs,
eventualy distributed to over 700 state and local grantees.! Congress appropriated funds for
fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and grantees were allowed five years to spend their funds. The
intent of the grants program, administered at the national level by the U.S. Department of Labor
(DOL), was to supplement the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grants
to states, which had been authorized as part of the welfare reforms embodied in the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA).> WtW funds were to
support programs—especially those in high-poverty communities—to assist the least employable
welfare recipients and noncustodial parents make the transition from welfare to work.

The BBA mandated that the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)
evaluate the WtW grants program. This is the final in a series of reports on that evauation,
conducted by Mathematica Policy Research Inc., along with its subcontractors the Urban
Institute and Support Services International. 1t summarizes findings from our earlier reports on
component studies under this evaluation—including the implementation study, a study of WtW
initiatives undertaken by American Indian tribes, and a study of the characteristics of WtW
enrollees and their outcomes one year after program entry. It also presents new findings on
enrollees’ outcomes two years after entry into WtW programsin the following 11 study sites:

« Baltimore County, Maryland < Boston, Massachusetts ~ « Chicago, Illinois

* Ft. Worth, Texas * Milwaukee, Wisconsin ~ « Nashville, Tennessee
 Philadelphia, Pennsylvania » Phoenix, Arizona » St Lucie County, Florida
* West Virginia (29 counties)  Yakima, Washington

The evaluation involved collecting information on WtW enrollees at the time of program
entry and during the following two years. These data were obtained from (1) a baseline survey
of enrollees conducted in 1999-2002, (2) a 12-month follow-up survey of enrollees conducted in
2000-2003, (3) a 24-month follow-up survey of enrollees conducted in 2001-2003, and (4) state
administrative records for the TANF, Food Stamp, and Unemployment Insurance (Ul) programs
over the two-year follow-up period for each enrollee.

We planned to evaluate program impacts based on an experimental design, but low
enrollments in local programs funded by WtW grants made doing so unfeasible. An
experimental evaluation would have required that the number of eligible individuals referred to a
program exceed its capacity, thus allowing use of random assignment to create a control group;
but actual referrals were too low. As a result, the findings presented here are descriptive, and
should not be interpreted as indications of program impacts. Neither should differences in
findings across the study sites be interpreted as differencesin program efficacy.

! BBA: Public Law 105-33, section 5001, August 5, 1997.
2 PRWORA: Public Law 104-103, section 103, August 22, 1996.
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KEY QUESTIONSAND FINDINGS

The findings from this evaluation’s outcomes study that are presented in this executive
summary are organized around four key questions about the individuals who enrolled in WtW-
funded programsin the 11 study sites:

* Were WtW enrollees hard to employ, compared with the overall TANF population?
* What services did enrollees receive?
* How successful were WtW enrolleesin the labor market?

* How did enrollees’ well-being evolve over the two years following program entry?

Were WtW Enrollees Particularly Hard to Employ? (Exhibit ES.1)

WItW enrollees came primarily from the welfare rolls, but most had not been there long.
Given the nature of the WtW grants program, most enrollees had received welfare benefits—
TANF or its precursor, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)—rprior to program
entry. In all of the study sites except Milwaukee, 87 percent or more of WtW enrollees received
welfare benefits as adults sometime before entering the program. In Chicago, Nashville, and St.
Lucie County, virtually all WtW enrollees had received TANF/AFDC at some point. However,
long-term welfare receipt was the exception rather than the rule. In most of the study sites, only
about one-third of WtW enrollees reported in the baseline survey that they had received
TANF/AFDC for more than five years.

WItW enrollees in the study sites resembled TANF recipients nationwide. In most sites, they
were predominantly female, unlikely to be married, and typically members of racial or ethnic
minority groups. The Boston site illustrates this pattern. There, 93 percent of enrollees were
women, 95 percent were unmarried, and 93 percent were minorities. About equal numbers in
most sites were above and below age 30. In sharp contrast to the typical study site, Milwaukee's
Nontraditional Opportunities for Work (NOW) program—which served noncustodial parents
who were on probation or parole—had a clientele that was 95 percent male. Enrollees in St.
Lucie County, West Virginia, and Y akima were less likely than their counterparts in the study’s
more urbanized sites to be women or members of a minority group, and somewhat more likely to
be married. In West Virginia, for example, only 17 percent of enrollees were minorities and
more than a quarter were married.

Many of the WtW enrollees faced significant barriers to employment. In most sites, more
than one-third lacked a high school diplomaor GED. Most had weak employment histories. In
eight of the nine sites for which Ul data were available, just one-third to one-half of enrollees
were employed in the second quarter prior to program entry, and in the ninth site only onein five
were employed. Very few enrollees in any of the study sites had been steadily employed. The
share of enrollees with any recorded employment in all four quarters prior to program entry
ranged from just 7 percent in West Virginiato 32 percent in Baltimore County—work histories
that were similar to those of the general TANF population. About one-third of enrollees resided
with a child under the age of 3, which may have presented a barrier to employment.
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What Services Did WtW Enrollees Receive? (Exhibit ES.2)

PRWORA emphasized rapid employment, and the evaluation showed that WtW enrolleesin
the study sites received services consistent with this emphasis. In most of the sites, 80 percent or
more of enrollees received some type of employment preparation service during the year
following program entry. Such services are typically designed to quickly address barriers to
employment and move enrollees into jobs. These are distinct from skill enhancement services,
which generally provide longer-run solutions to human capital deficits.

Job readiness preparation and help with finding ajob were at the core of WtW services. Job
readiness training and job search assistance were received by more than half of enrollees in
seven of the study sites (Boston, Chicago, Nashville, Philadelphia, Phoenix, West Virginia, and
Yakima). The Phoenix and Yakima enrollees typically received brief job readiness training
followed by job search assistance—a combination of services that was highly consistent with
rapid transition to employment. In contrast, enrollees in Boston, Nashville, Philadelphia, and
West Virginia typically received extended job readiness training (or, in the case of Nashville,
skill enhancement services), followed by job search assistance. It generally took enrollees in
these sites longer to become employed than their counterparts in Phoenix and Yakima. Enrollees
in Chicago received heterogeneous services due to the diverse programs in that site; however,
most of the Chicago enrollees entered programs that emphasized “rapid attachment” to jobs.

In the other four sites, job readiness training and job search assistance were less consistently
dominant. Fewer than half of the enrollees in Milwaukee, Ft. Worth, Baltimore County, and St.
Lucie County received job readiness training and job search assistance. In Ft. Worth, these low
rates were not offset by other services, resulting in the lowest rate of receipt of any employment
preparation services among the study sites (68 percent). Perhaps as a result, enrollees in Ft.
Worth, along with those in Milwaukee, required more than five months on average to find their
first post-entry job. Many ex-offender/noncustodial parents served by Milwaukee's NOW
program received services that were less common in the other sites. peer support/discussion
groups, legal assistance, and substance abuse treatment. Most of the enrollees in Batimore
County and St. Lucie County—the two Johns Hopkins University (JHU) sites—were already
employed and therefore had lower need for job readiness training and job search assistance.
Instead, they had relatively high rates of receipt of counseling and mediation services.

As federal policymakers intended, skill enhancement services (education and training) were
not prominent in programs funded by WtW grants. Enrollees in Baltimore County, St. Lucie
County, and Nashville were the most likely to have received these services, but even in these
sites fewer than half of enrollees received them. The federa legislation that initially authorized
the WtW grants program (the BBA) permitted skill enhancement services to be provided to
enrollees only after they had obtained jobs. Subsequent amendments eased this restriction by
alowing such services prior to employment for a maximum of six months.® Still, it is clear that
federa policymakers intended for most WtW program investment in human capital to occur
after, rather than before, an enrollee obtained employment.”

® Public Law 106-118, Title V111, sections 801-807, November 29, 1999.
* Thisinterpretation is consistent with DOL’s final rule for the program (DOL 2001, page 2715, Sec. 645.220).
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How Successful Were WtW Enrolleesin the Labor Market? (Exhibit ES.3)

Two years after entering WtW, enrollees were doing better overall in the labor market, but
success was still bypassing many of them. They were much more likely to be employed two
years after entering WtW than at the time of entry; nevertheless, most were not working at the
24-month follow-up survey. In the non-JHU sites, about four in ten enrollees were employed
two years after entering WtW, whereas no more than about one-fourth were employed when they
entered the program.®> The typical pattern is illustrated at the Transitional Work Corporation in
Philadel phia, where 36 percent of enrollees were employed at the end of the second post-entry
year, compared with only 7 percent at entry. Despite the widespread increases in employment,
majorities of enrollees were employed at the time of the 24-month follow-up survey in only three
of the study sites—Baltimore County, St. Lucie County, and West Virginia.

In many cases, however, employment was spotty, so most enrollees were employed at some
time during the second year after program entry, even if they were not employed at the 24-month
follow-up survey. For example, 61 percent of the Boston enrollees were employed sometime
during the second year, although only 41 percent were employed at the end of that year. Except
in Phoenix, about 60 percent or more of enrollees worked sometime during the second year. The
low rate in Phoenix reflects, in part, a sharp drop in employment between the first and second
post-entry years. This is the most extreme example of a general pattern; enrolleesin al of the
study sites except Ft. Worth were less likely to have been employed during the second post-entry
year than during the first. The reductions in employment during the second year were especially
large in Phoenix and Y akima—where the local WtW programs emphasized the rapid placement
of enrollees into jobs, perhaps resulting in poorer matches of enrollees with jobs—and in
Philadel phia, where many of the first-year jobs were temporary subsidized jobs.

When they worked, WtW enrollees put in substantial hours on the job. Those who were
employed two years after program entry tended to work full-time, or nearly so, on their principal
job. Their mean hours of work in atypical week ranged from 32 to 38 per week across the study
sites; however, they were not necessarily employed consistently week after week over the course
of amonth. The mean wage varied more widely, from alow of $6.40 per hour in West Virginia
to around $10 in Baltimore County, Boston, and Milwaukee. It was about $8 per hour in the
other seven sites. Only about one in every five enrollees who was employed at the end of the
second year received health insurance benefits on the principal job, except in Baltimore County,
where nearly half had such coverage.

Work hours were stable over time following program entry, but wages and benefits
improved from the first to second year in some sites. In six sites, the mean wage rate was higher
and/or health insurance coverage was more prevalent on the principa job held at the end of the
second year. For example, employed enrollees in Chicago were 8 percentage points more likely
to be covered by health insurance and were paid an average of $0.43 per hour more on the
principal job held two years after program entry than on the principal job held one year after
entry.

® The increases in employment rates from program entry to the end of the second year after entry should not be
interpreted as impacts of the WtW-funded programs, as external factors may have contributed to the changes.
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How Were WtW Enrollees Faring Two Years After Program Entry? (Exhibit ES.4)

WtW enrollees were less dependent on TANF as time went on, but not necessarily because
they found jobs. Most enrollees were on TANF when they entered WtW. Two years later, the
rate of TANF receipt was lower—generaly dramatically so—in every study site except
Milwaukee. The Yakima site is typical; there, the rate of TANF receipt fell from 85 percent at
program entry to just 36 percent two years later. However, in all but the two JHU study sites,
only about one-third of enrollees were employed and off TANF two years after they entered
WtW.

Moreover, WtW enrollees generally remained poor. Household incomes were low and
poverty rates were high in all study sites at the end of the second year following program entry.
Enrollees in Nashville, Philadelphia, and West Virginia had mean monthly incomes of less than
$1,200 and among the highest poverty rates (at least 83 percent) of enrolleesin all of the study
sites. Enrollees in Batimore County and Milwaukee had the highest mean monthly incomes,
$1,606 and $1,816, respectively, and the lowest poverty rates, which, at 54 and 59 percent were
nevertheless high in an absolute sense. Excepting only these two study sites, the incidence of
poverty at the two-year follow-up point exceeded 60 percent. Furthermore, the incidence of
severe poverty—income below 50 percent of the poverty threshold—among all of the sites
ranged from a low of 25 percent in Baltimore County to a high of 57 percent in Philadelphia.
Following the Census Bureau’s methodology for determining poverty status, these findings are
based on a measure of income that does not include food stamps, the earned-income tax credit
(EITC), income taxes, or payroll taxes.

Employment was clearly associated with lower poverty rates. Although poverty was
pervasive two years after program entry, its incidence was typically about 30 percentage points
lower among those who were employed. The difference in poverty rates between employed and
not-employed enrollees was greatest in sites like Baltimore County and Boston where wage rates
were high, and smallest in sites like Philadelphia and West Virginia where wage rates were low.
The fact that poverty rates even among employed enrollees were high in an absolute sense
(greater than 50 percent in all of the study sites except Baltimore County and Milwaukee) is a
reflection of both low wages and instability in employment over the course of a month.

CONCLUSIONS

The findings from this evaluation’s study of the characteristics of WtW enrollees and their
outcomes during the two years following program entry lead to the following conclusions:

Most WtW enrollees were TANF recipients who faced significant barriers to employment.
This is consistent with the WtW grants program’s objective of serving hard-to-employ welfare
recipients. However, a comparison of the work histories of WtW enrollees with those of all
TANF recipients in the study sites indicates that the enrollees were neither more nor less hard to
employ, on average, than the general TANF population.
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WtW enrollees were much more likely to receive employment preparation services than
skill enhancement services. In accordance with the legislation that authorized the WtW grants
program, more than two-thirds of enrollees in each of the 11 study sites received employment
preparation services designed to get them ready for and move them into jobs. There was
considerable variability across the sites in the types and duration of these services, but the most
common by far were job readiness training and job search assistance. With the exception of
Baltimore County, Nashville, and St. Lucie County, no more than about one-third of enrollees
received skill enhancement services designed to increase their human capital.

Most enrollees were employed sometime during the second year after they entered WtW,
but their employment tended to be unstable. With the exception of enrollees in the two JHU
sites that primarily served employed persons, very few enrollees were employed when they
entered WtW. But most—about 60 percent or more—were employed sometime during the
second year following entry. However, that employment often proved to be unstable; only about
40 percent of enrollees were employed at the end of the second year in al sites except Baltimore
County and St. Lucie County, where about 70 percent of enrollees were employed at the end of
the second year.

Employment fell between the first and second years after program entry. In every study
Site except Ft. Worth, WtW enrollees were less likely to have been employed sometime during
the second year following program entry than during the first year. Among these sites, the
median reduction in enrollee employment sometime during the second year was about 10
percentage points.

Enrollees who were employed two years after program entry typically worked about the
same number of hours as those who were employed at the end of the first year, but for
somewhat greater compensation. As they had at the end of the first year after entering WtWw,
enrollees who were employed two years after entry worked nearly full-time, on average. Their
hourly wages tended to be low—averaging about $8 per hour in seven of the study sites—and
only about one in five enrollees was participating in an employer-sponsored health insurance
plan. However, the mean wage rate and/or the health insurance coverage rate were modestly
higher in six sites at the end of the second year following program entry relative to the end of the
first year.

The incidence of poverty was high among WtW enrollees two years after program entry,
but it was lower among those who were employed. Two years after they entered WtW, the
poverty rate for WtW enrollees exceeded 60 percent in all of the study sites except Baltimore
County (54 percent) and Milwaukee (59 percent). However, the rate for employed enrollees was
16 to 43 percentage points lower than for those who were not employed. But even among the
employed, more than half of enrollees were living in poverty at the end of the second year in 9 of
the 11 study sites.

L ESSONS CONCERNING PROGRAM DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

The WtW grants program encouraged grantees to find creative ways to move enrollees
quickly into the labor force and provide supports for that transition—an approach whose full
consequences remain somewhat unclear. Our non-experimental outcomes analysis did not allow
us to draw a firm conclusion regarding whether WtW enrollees made better employment
progress than they would have without the program. Although most enrollees worked at some
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time during the evaluation’ s two-year follow-up period, many faced employment problems at the
end of that period, and the jobs they held often left them in poverty.

Whether a more comprehensive approach, with greater attention to skills development
before employment, would work better remains an open issue. Congress, responding to views on
this issue expressed by grantees, amended the program in 1999 to allow greater use of job
training before job placement. Notwithstanding this change, the outcomes observed in the 11
study sites suggest that there remains room for considerable improvement in our ability to move
welfare recipients into sustainable employment that lifts them out of poverty. Further
experimentation could clarify the contributions to that goal that could be made by greater use of
job training, as well as the effects of other factors such as health care, child care, other support
services, and help with family relationships.

Even in the absence of impact estimates, this evauation’s implementation study provides a
basis for six lessons regarding the design and implementation of employment programs for
TANF recipients and individual s with significant labor market liabilities.

Effective inter-agency partnerships are important. The WtW legidation required local
programs to be implemented within a framework of partnership with local TANF agencies.
However, effective partnerships were often slow to develop. In combination with falling welfare
casel oads, this often resulted in low numbers of referrals of welfare recipients by TANF agencies
to WtW programs, thereby exacerbating the difficulties that many local WtW programs
experienced in achieving their enrollment targets. In sites where effective partnerships
ultimately did develop, they resulted in improved access for welfare recipients to the workforce
development system.

Increased Service Capacity is an Important Legacy. WtW grants afforded many nonprofit
community-based organizations their initial opportunity to serve TANF recipients and/or
noncustodial parents. Thus, the program increased the pool of qualified organizations with which
TANF agencies can contract for employment servicesin the post-WtW era.

Program Flexibility Encourages Innovative Programming. Flexible rules allowed WtW
grantees and their service providers to develop creative program service approaches and
administrative practices. These included partnerships with employers, transitional and supported
employment, and post-employment case management and job retention services. Some grantees
pressed for additional flexibility to provide a broader range of pre-employment services, and
Congress responded in 1999 with amendments to the program that permitted up to six months of
pre-employment skill-enhancement training.

Stringent eligibility criteria and fiscal requirements can result in low program enrollment.
WItW grantees had to spend at least 70 percent of their grant funds on services for enrollees who
met detailed, restrictive eligibility requirements. This requirement contributed to the widespread
problems that grantees experienced in achieving enrollment targets during the early years of the
WItW program.

Correcting the rules governing a temporary program may be ineffective. The 1999
amendments to the BBA loosened the criteria that defined the enrollees on whom at least 70
percent of grant funds had to be spent. They also expanded the list of alowable pre-employment
program activities to include more use of vocationa education and job training. However, these
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changes had limited effect, because the final rules reflecting the amendments were published late
in the life of the program, and grantees were reluctant to revise existing procedures and referral
agreements with local TANF agencies.

Finally, the very use of such temporary funding may accentuate program design and
implementation problems. The BBA originally gave grantees three years to spend their funds,
the timeframe was extended to five years under the 1999 amendments. Despite the extension,
some local WtW administrators continued to believe that the temporary nature of the funding
compounded difficulties in program design and implementation, such as the reluctance of TANF
and other agencies to refer clients to WtW rather than to service providers with whom they had
long-term relationships. The administrators also viewed short-term funding as an impediment to
identifying and correcting program design problems.
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. INTRODUCTION

The work requirements and time limits included in the federal welfare reforms of 1996 made
it especially important to move the hardest-to-employ welfare recipients into jobs and help them
become economically self-sufficient. To address this need, Congress authorized the Welfare-to-
Work (WtW) grants program. This program built on the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996, which created the work-focused, time-
limited Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program." PRWORA was designed
to move people off the welfare rolls and into employment quickly, and the WtW grants program
provided additional resources targeted to those who were particularly disadvantaged and likely to
have the greatest difficulty finding and holding ajob.

This report presents findings from a multi-site evaluation of the WtW grants program.
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR), the Urban Institute, and Support Services
International, Inc., conducted the congressionally mandated evaluation under contract to the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). The evauation documented the
implementation of WtW programs funded by the grants in states and localities across the nation
and analyzed outcomes for participants in selected programs. Given the evaluation’s design, the
findings presented here give a useful picture of how enrollees fared after entering WtW-funded
programs, however, they are not indicative of the contributions that the programs themselves
may have made to the enrollees employment and well-being. Exhibit 1.1 summarizes the
evaluation's main findings and Exhibit 1.2 identifies lessons learned from the evaluation

regarding program design and implementation.

! Public Law 104-193, section 103, August 22, 1996.



A. ORIGIN AND STRUCTURE OF THE WtW GRANTS PROGRAM

Congress created the WtW grants program to complement TANF' s “work first” focus, in
recognition that certain people would require higher investments of resources over a longer
period of time than the general TANF caseload to achieve employment success. The program
was established by the Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997.2 WtW funds were targeted to high-
poverty areas and individuals who were likely to need intensive services, including long-term
welfare recipients, high school dropouts, substance abusers, and those approaching their TANF
time limits. WtW programs could also serve noncustodial parents who had severe employment
problems. Long-term post-employment services to achieve economic self-sufficiency were

encouraged; beginning a job, either subsidized or unsubsidized, was assumed to be just the first

step.

1. Policy Context for the WtW Grants Program

Understanding the WtW grants program requires background on how the policy decisions
that created it dovetailed with the substantial policy changes incorporated in the TANF program.
Welfare reform, as manifested in PRWORA, changed the nation’s social assistance system in
three important ways, by providing:

* An Increased Focus on Work. The federal TANF legidlation enacted in 1996
solidified a trend begun by many states under earlier federal waiversto link receipt of
assistance with movement towards employment. Congress required that states meet
steadily increasing requirements for the percentage of their TANF cases engaged in
unsubsidized employment or work-related activities; the requirements reached 45
percent in fiscal year 2001 and 50 percent in 2002. To meet these goals, most state
TANF policies emphasize job search activities rather than education or training, and
encourage or require recipients to find employment rapidly.

» Assistance as a Temporary Support. Federal law specifies that federally funded
welfare payments are intended to be a short-term step toward securing employment
and self-sufficiency. The predecessor federa welfare program, Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), provided assistance indefinitely as an entitlement to

2 Public Law 105-33, section 5001, August 5, 1997.



families who met digibility requirements. The TANF program provides short-term
assistance only; individuals can receive federally funded cash assistance for alifetime
maximum of 60 months, and states can institute even shorter time limits. (States may
use state funds to pay for some cash benefits, enabling them to extend the five-year
time limit; some have opted to do so.)

e Substantial Discretion for States in Program Design. States are allowed
considerably more flexibility in implementing TANF than they had under AFDC. As
aresult, policies and programs vary considerably across states. States determine how
to use their TANF block grant to fund cash assistance, work-related services, and
other supports for low-income families with children. They also decide what work
requirements are imposed on recipients and which individuals are subject to these
requirements (within federal parameters).

These changes in welfare contributed to a dramatic decline in caseloads. The welfare rolls,
which had already begun to shrink in the mid-1990s, continued to decline after the passage of
PRWORA. The number of cases receiving cash assistance under AFDC and later TANF
decreased from 5.05 million in January 1994 to 2.01 million in July 20023 Prior research
suggests the caseload reduction was due to a combination of a strong national economy and the
welfare reform policies emphasizing employment (see, for example, Wallace and Blank 1999).

The legidation establishing the WtW progran—the BBA of 1997—placed it in the
framework of the workforce development system, but with important ties to the TANF program.
TANF recipients were the primary target group for WtW-funded services and were subject to
state and federal welfare policies, which meant that WtW programs and enrollees had to follow
those policies. The BBA gave the Department of Labor (DOL) administrative authority for the
WItW program at the federal level and gave local workforce investment boards (WIBs) primary
responsibility for local program operations. The job of moving WtW-eligible persons into
employment was shared by the human services agencies responsible for TANF and its work

programs, and the workforce development system that oversaw WtW-funded programs.

3 After bottoming out at 2,006,155 families in July 2002, the U.S. total TANF caseload increased to 2,032,157
families in June 2003, which was the most recent month for which casel oad statistics were available at the time this
report was being written (DHHS 2004).



Although the BBA required this collaboration between human service agencies and the
workforce development system, effective partnerships were often slow to develop. Most local
WItW programs participating in this evaluation’s implementation study reported that they
expected TANF agencies to refer substantial numbers of WtW-eligible welfare clients to them
(Nightingale et al. 2002; summarized in Appendix G of this report). Yet the actua number of
referrals was often low—due in part to faling caseloads and institutional barriers to effective
partnerships—and this contributed to the difficulties many WtW-funded programs experienced
in achieving their enrollment targets. But in sites where effective collaborations did develop,
they resulted in improved access for welfare recipients to workforce development systems that,
as a consequence of WtW, had more providers and offered more diverse services.

The Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA) changed the institutional foundation on
which the WtW grants program rested.” WIA consolidated existing training and workforce
development programs and gave state and local agencies the responsibility for implementation.
In contrast to its forerunners—the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) of
1973 and the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) of 1982—WIA emphasized employment
preparation and placement services in addition to job training services, rather than solely or
primarily encouraging the latter. WIA aso required local WIBs to create one-stop centers to
deliver a variety of services to job seekers and employers. Seventeen federal employment and
training programs—including the WtW grants program but not TANF—were designated as
mandatory partners for one-stop centers, meaning that program services had to be accessible to
eigible persons through these centers. TANF was designated an optional partner. In this
manner, both WIA and WtW played an important role in promoting linkages between TANF

employment programs and the workforce development system.

* Public Law 105-220, August 7, 1998.



2. Program Objectives, Funding, and Structure

The goal of the WtW grants program was to serve the hardest-to-employ TANF recipients
and help them obtain employment that could ultimately result in long-term economic

independence. Federal rules governing the program specified the following objectives:”

* To facilitate the placement of hard-to-employ welfare recipients and certain
noncustodial parents into transitional employment opportunities which will lead to
lasting unsubsidized employment and self-sufficiency

» To provide a variety of activities, grounded in TANF’s “work first” philosophy, to
prepare individuals for, and place themin, lasting unsubsidized employment

» To provide a variety of post-employment and job retention services which will assist
the hard-to-employ welfare recipients and certain noncustodial parents to secure
lasting unsubsidized employment

» To provide targeted WAW funds to high poverty areas with large numbers of hard-to-
employ welfare recipients

In order to address the employment and service needs of its diverse target population, WtW
grants could fund a broad range of employment services. Allowable WtW program activities, as

specified in section 5001(C)(i) of the BBA, included the following:

e Community service and work * On-thejob training
experience programs

 Job creation through wage subsidies  Job retention services

» Job readiness, job placement, and » Support services such as substance
post-employment services abuse treatment

Amendments to the BBA passed in 1999 expanded this list of allowable activities to include up

to six months of pre-employment vocational education or job training.®

®> DOL’s Employment and Training Administration wrote the final rules for the WtW grants program. They
were published in the Federal Register on January 11, 2001. The objectives quoted verbatim here appear on page
2712,

® Public Law 106-113, Title V111, sections 801-807, November 29, 1999.



Congress authorized $3 billion—3$1.5 billion each for fiscal years 1998 and 1999—for the
WItW grants program and specified how the WtW funds were to be distributed. About 8 percent
of the total funds were set aside at the nationa level for the following: Indian and Native
American programs, evaluation activities, and federal-level program administration, such as
reporting, performance management, technical assistance, and monitoring. Of the remaining
funds, about 75 percent were distributed to states as formula grants and 25 percent were used for
competitive grants awarded directly by the Secretary of Labor.”

Formula grants totaling about $2 billion were allocated by DOL to states based on their
shares of the national poverty population and TANF caseload. States were required to provide
one dollar in matching non-federal funds for every two dollars of federal funds provided. They
also had to pass at least 85 percent of their formulafunds on to local WIBs. They could retain 15
percent of formula funds for WtW projects of their own choice (that is, as “discretionary” funds).

Competitive grants were awarded directly to local grantees by DOL. These grants could be
sought by local WIBs, government entities, or community-based, private, and other
organizations. A total of about $860 million was awarded in competitive grants in May 1998,
November 1998, and October 1999.

Congress a so established eligibility criteria and spending rules for the WtW grants to ensure
that the funds were used primarily to help individuals who had specific disadvantages in the
labor market. As originally enacted, the BBA required that WtW grantees spend at least 70
percent of their grant funds on long-term TANF recipients, those within a year of reaching a
TANF time limit, or noncustodial parents of children in a long-term TANF case. These

individuals were required to display two of three specific problems affecting employment

’ Formula and competitive grants combined totaled about $2.76 billion. Tribal programs received about $30
million. The remaining funds (about $210 million) were used for federal research, evaluation, technical assistance,
administration, reporting, and monitoring.



prospects. (1) lack of a high school diploma or GED and low reading or math skills, (2) a
substance abuse problem, and (3) a poor work history. The remaining funds (no more than 30
percent of the grant) could be spent on people who met less stringent criteriaz TANF recipients,
or noncustodial parents of children receiving TANF, who had characteristics associated with
long-term welfare dependence, such as being a school dropout or ateen parent, or having a poor
work history.

As WtW-funded programs were being implemented beginning in 1998, it became clear that
the strict éigibility criteria and the “70-30” spending requirement were factors behind low rates
of enrollment in local programs (Perez-Johnson and Hershey 1999, Perez-Johnson et a. 2000,
Nightingale et a. 2002). In response, Congress modified the WtW legidation in the 1999
amendments to the BBA. While the amendments maintained the requirement that 70 percent of
WItW funds be spent on a defined category of participants, they broadened the population in two
ways to make it easier for TANF recipients and noncustodial parents to qualify for WtW services
in that category:

* TANF recipients qualified simply by being long-term recipients. Rather than

requiring the presence of additional barriers to self-sufficiency, such as low skills,
substance abuse, or a poor work history, the amendments deemed TANF recipients

eigibleif they had received assistance for at least 30 months, were within 12 months
of reaching atime limit, or had exhausted their TANF benefits due to time limits.

* Noncustodial parents qualified under less restrictive rules. Noncustodial parents
were eligibleif: (1) they were unemployed, underemployed, or were having difficulty
making child support payments; (2) their minor children were receiving or eligible for
TANF, received TANF in the past year, or were dligible for or received assistance
under the Food Stamp, Supplemental Security Income, Medicaid, or Children's
Health Insurance programs; and (3) they made a commitment to establish paternity,
pay child support, and participate in services to improve their prospects for
employment and ability to pay child support.



The definition of the 30 percent category was aso broadened to include youth who had been in
foster care, custodial parents (regardless of TANF status) with incomes below the poverty level,
and TANF recipients who faced other barriers to self-sufficiency specified by the local WIB.

The WiW grants program was created as a temporary complement to TANF-funded
employment support programs, and grantees were initially expected to spend the funds within
three years of their receipt. Because of the early enrollment difficulties, the 1999 amendments to
the WtW program extended the funding period to five years. Nevertheless, the loosening of the
eigibility criteria had limited effects for two reasons. First, DOL did not issue fina rules that
reflected the 1999 amendments until January 2001, well into the amended scheduled life of the
program (DOL 2001). Second, the changes in dligibility criteria came so late that many local
WItW programs were reluctant to revise their intake procedures, agreements with TANF
agencies, forms, and reporting systems, opting instead to continue using the origina eligibility
criteria (Nightingale et al. 2002).

Despite the extension, the administrators of several local programs participating in this
evaluation told us in 2003—as they had several years earlier—that the short-term grant funding
compounded the problems of implementing WtW programs (Nightingale et al. 2003; Nightingale
et a. 2002). Some administrators believed that the temporary funding made it more difficult to
establish ongoing referral arrangements with TANF and other agencies, which often had
networks of permanent programs to which they were accustomed to referring clients. Some aso
noted that longer-term or permanent funding would have facilitated the development and
improvement of their programs.®

No additional appropriations for the WtW grants program were made after fiscal year 1999,

and on January 23, 2004, Congress rescinded the 1999 WtW state formula funds that remained

® Nightingale et al. 2002 and 2003 are both summarized in Appendix G of this report.



unexpended.” The rescission accelerated the termination of WtW grants to the states, all of
which were due to expire during fiscal year 2004. However, to ease the potential negative
consequences of this early termination of the FY1999 WtW formula grants, Congress also
established a process that alowed active participants in WtW-funded programs to transfer into

programs funded under the Workforce Investment Act or other appropriate one-stop services.

B. OBJECTIVESAND DESIGN OF THE WtW EVALUATION

When Congress established the WtW grants program, it also mandated its evaluation.
Although the BBA gave DOL responsibility for administering the WtW grants program, it gave
DHHS responsibility for evaluating it and reporting findings to Congress. DHHS contracted

with MPR to conduct the evaluation.

1. Evaluation Components

The evaluation of the WtW grants program, conducted in 11 local sites'® had 4 core

components:

» A descriptive assessment of all WtW grantees, based on two surveys administered to
al WtW grantees nationwide to document program planning and early operations
(Perez-Johnson and Hershey 1999; Perez-Johnson et al. 2000).

* A process and implementation analysis, based on exploratory site visits to 22 local
WtW-funded programs (Nightingale et al. 2000), two rounds of in-depth visits to 11
of those sites (Nightingale et al. 2002), and follow-up telephone conversations with
key administrators in each of the 11 sites (Nightingale et al. 2003).

* A program cost analysis in the in-depth study sites, documenting the total program
costs and participant costs by service category and grantee site (Perez-Johnson et al.
2002).

° Public Law 108-199, the Consolidated Appropriations Act, Section 105, January 23, 2004, rescinded
grantees’ formula funds that were unexpended on the date that the Act was passed. The final rescinded amount had
not been determined at the time this report was being prepared because states were till closing out their grant
activities.

9 The 11 sites, described in Chapter 11, were selected to include a wide range of program sponsors, geographic

regions and populations, and program approaches, but do not represent the programs funded by WtW grants in a
statistical sense.



* An enrollee outcomes analysis in the in-depth study sites, based on analysis of
longitudinal data on individuals who enrolled in WtW over a period of approximately
two years in each site.™ A first report provided information on enrollees’ outcomes
one year after program entry, based on a detailed follow-up survey of enrollees
(Fraker et al. 2004). This final report adds information from a second survey of
enrollees two years after entry, as well as two-year follow-up administrative data on
welfare receipt, employment, and earnings.

The outcomes analysis is the source of most of the findings presented in this report.
However, this report does reference selected key findings from the first three core components of
the evaluation. In addition, Appendix G provides brief summaries of findings from those
components.

In addition to the four core components, the evaluation included a detailed process and
implementation study focused on tribal programs, as well as three “specia studies,” each focused
on either a specific WtW site or a specific segment of the WtW target population. The tribal
study documented welfare and employment systems operated by American Indian and Alaska
Native WtW grantees, the supportive services they provided, and how these tribal grantees
integrated funds from various sources to move members from welfare to work (Hillabrant and
Rhoades 2000; Hillabrant et al. 2001). Appendix A summarizes findings from the tribal study.
The three specia studies examined: (1) the provision of WtW services to noncustodial parents
(Martinson et a. 2000), (2) a WtW-funded initiative in the state of Washington designed to
increase child support payments (Perez-Johnson et al. 2003), and (3) two WtW programs in
Philadelphia (VanNoy and Perez-Johnson 2004). Appendix G includes summaries of these

studies.

1 Evaluation sample enrollment began and ended at different times in the study sites, as sites were recruited
and became ready for sample enroliment at different points. The earliest sites began sample enrollment in July
1999, and the latest ended in December 2001. In most sites, sample enrollment was conducted over 20 to 24
months, but in three sites the enrollment period ranged from 27 to 29 months.
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Originaly, this evaluation was to estimate, using an experimental design, the net impacts of
the WtW grants program on participants and apply those estimates in an anaysis of the
program’s costs and benefits. Slow enroliment in WtW programs rendered this evaluation
design unworkable. Given service providers' difficulties in meeting their enrollment goals, they
were uniformly (and understandably) unwilling to allow the random assignment of enrollees to
treatment and control groups, as the diversion of some eligible individuals into a control group
where they would have received minimal or no services would have further hindered programs
achievement of enrollment goals.

Given the impossibility of a rigorous experimental approach to estimating program impacts,
DHHS consulted with its partners in the evauation’s inter-agency workgroup—DOL, the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, and the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB)—and with MPR to develop an aternate evaluation design. The new design focused on
analyzing participant outcomes such as employment, rather than the impact that the program had
on outcomes. The alternate design and data collection instruments for all components of the
evaluation received formal clearance from OMB.

A critical implication of this design change is that none of the findings presented in this
report on outcomes should be interpreted as estimates of the net impacts of the local WtW
programs that participated in the evaluation.  This evaluation focused on program
implementation and the extent to which enrollees entered and sustained employment and were
able to leave the TANF rolls as intended by the program design. However, findings from the
evaluation do not provide a valid basis to judge whether enrollees did so more or less than they

would have in the absence of the WtW grants program.
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2. Sources of Data on Individual WtW Enrollees

The findings for WtW enrollees that are presented in this report are based on individual-

level data from three main sources:

» BasdineForms. At thetime of program entry, WtW enrollees completed a two-page
background information form. These forms were completed at the WtW service
provider’s site under the supervision of provider staff.

» Participant Surveys. Two follow-up surveys were conducted as part of the WtW
evaluation. The first survey was conducted as soon as possible after the first
anniversary of program entry. MPR staff conducted the approximately 35-minute
interviews either by telephone or in-person using computer-assisted methodol ogies.*
A second survey explored enrollee employment and overall well-being 24 months
after program enrollment.

e Administrative Records. This report aso includes findings on employment and
earnings, TANF receipt, and other outcomes for WtW enrollees for the period
beginning one year prior to WtW enrollment and ending two years after enrollment.
These findings are based on data from state administrative files for Unemployment
Insurance (Ul), TANF, and other programs.

C. PURPOSESAND ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL REPORT

This report presents new findings on outcomes for WtW enrollees pertaining to their
experiences during the second year following program entry. It also includes earlier results from
each of the core components of this WtW evaluation. With these data, the report examines
employment patterns over the full two years following WtW enrollment and the well-being of
participants and their families at the end of that period.

The remainder of this report is organized in five chapters. Chapter 11 answers the question
“What localities and programs were included in the evaluation?’ This chapter also examines the
background characteristics of the WtW participants included in our study sample and, by

comparing them to a reference sample of TANF recipients in the same localities, answers the

12 Details on how the surveys were conducted and data were processed are provided in Appendix F of this
report and Appendix C of Fraker et al. (2004).
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guestion, “Were WtW participants a particularly hard-to-employ segment of the TANF
population?”’ Chapter Il draws on the findings from the WtW process and
implementation study and examines two key research questions: “What populations were
targeted by the WtW programs?” and “What services did these programs offer?” Chapter
IV presents findings on whether enrollees achieved success in the labor market. Finally, Chapter
V answers the question, “How were WtW enrollees faring two years after entering the
program?’ The answers to these key research questions provide the basis for our conclusions
regarding the WtW program, which are presented in Chapter V1.

Appendices A and G provide individual summaries of reports on each core component or
specia study under this evaluation, with the exception of the outcomes analysis, which is the
principal focus of the body of this report. Appendix H provides a complete list of reports

prepared under the WtW evaluation.
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EXHIBIT I.1

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION FINDINGS

Program Services

Study site programs focused, as intended, on employment rather than education and training, but many
went beyond job readiness job search assistance. WtW programs in the study sites followed four
models. pre-employment preparation and job placement, direct employment, post-employment skills
development, and a rehabilitative model for absent fathers on probation or parole.

Program Cost

The average study site WtW program cost $3,607 per enrollee, about the same as typical JOBS
programs created under the earlier Family Support Act. Average WtW costs in these sites, adjusted for
inflation, were only moderately higher than in the WIN programs of the 1980s, but considerably lower
than in supported work programs.

Program Tar geting

WtW enrollees faced employment challenges that were typical of those faced by the TANF population
after several years of caseload decline. In most sites, more than a third of WtW enrollees were high
school dropouts, and more than one in five had work-limiting health problems. But the employment
histories of enrollees prior to program entry were not consistently weaker than those of the TANF
population, indicating that the enrollees were not harder to employ than TANF recipientsin general.

Participants Employment Outcomes Over Two Years

Most enrollees found jobs, but their employment was unstable. Except in two sites that targeted
employed persons, few enrollees were working at program entry, but most—two-thirds or more—worked
at some time during each of the next two years. However, their jobs were often unstable; in most sites
about 40 percent of enrollees were employed at the end of the second year after program entry.

Employment fell between the first and second years after program entry. Except for one site, WtW
enrollees were less likely to have worked during the second year following entry than during thefirst. The
median reduction in those who worked during the year was 10 percentage points.

Enrollees employed after two years worked a lot for low wages and limited fringe benefits. Employed
enrollees worked nearly full-time, on average. Wages averaged about $8 per hour in 7 of the 11 sites, and
one in five had employer-sponsored health insurance. However, wages and/or insurance coverage were
somewhat better in 6 sites after two years than after the first year.

Participants Well-Being Two Y ears After Entering WtW

Poverty was common among WtW enrollees two years after program entry, but it was lower among
those who were employed. Mean household incomes were stable from the end of the first year following
entry to the end of the second, as were poverty rates, which exceeded 60 percent in al but two sites.
Poverty rates were 16-43 percentage points lower for the employed than the not employed. But, even
among the enrollees who were employed two years after program entry, the poverty rate exceeded 50
percent in all but two sites.
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EXHIBIT 1.2

LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE EVALUATION
REGARDING PROGRAM DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

Effective | nter-Agency Partnerships Are I mportant

The legidation that authorized the WtW grants, the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (BBA), required local
programs funded by the grants to be implemented within a framework of partnership with local TANF
agencies. However, effective partnerships were often slow to develop. In combination with falling
welfare caseloads, this often resulted in low numbers of referrals of welfare recipients by TANF agencies
to WtW programs, thereby exacerbating the difficulties that many local WtW programs experienced in
achieving their enrollment targets. In sites where effective partnerships ultimately did develop, they
resulted in improved access for welfare recipients to the workforce devel opment system.

Increased Service Capacity isan Important L egacy

WItW grants afforded many nonprofit community-based organizations their initial opportunity to serve
TANF recipients and/or noncustodial parents. Thus, the program increased the pool of qualified
organizations with which TANF agencies can contract for employment servicesin the post-WtW era.

Program Flexibility Encour ages | nnovative Programming

Flexible rules allowed WtW grantees and their service providers to develop creative program service
approaches and administrative practices. These included partnerships with employers, transitional and
supported employment, and post-employment case management and job retention services. Some
grantees pressed for additional flexibility to provide a broader range of pre-employment services, and
Congress responded in 1999 with amendments to the program that permitted up to six months of pre-
employment skill-enhancement training.

Stringent Eligibility Criteria and Fiscal Requirements May Result in Low Enrollments

The BBA required WtW grantees to spend at least 70 percent of their grant funds on services for enrollees
who met very detailed and restrictive eligibility requirements. Up to 30 percent of grant funds could be
used to provide services to enrollees who met less stringent eligibility requirements. The former
requirement contributed to the widespread problems that grantees experienced in achieving enrollment
targets during the early years of the WtW program.

A Mid-Course Correction to a Temporary Program May Be | neffective

Amendments to the BBA passed in 1999 loosened the criteria that defined the enrollees on whom at least
70 percent of grant funds had to be spent. In response to requests from grantees for additional flexibility
to provide a broader range of pre-employment services, the amendments also expanded the list of
allowable pre-employment program activities to include up to six months of vocational education or job
training. However, the potential for these changes to have effects were limited because the final program
rules reflecting the amendments were published late in the life of the time-limited (five years) grants
program and, in that context, grantees were reluctant to revise existing procedures and referral agreements
with local TANF agencies.

Temporary Funding May Accentuate Program Design and I mplementation Problems

The BBA required that grant funds be spent within three years of their receipt. The 1999 amendments
extended that period by two years. Despite the extension, some local WtW administrators continued to
believe that temporary funding compounded problems associated with the design and implementation of
their programs. These included the reluctance of TANF and other agencies to refer clients to WtW rather
than to service providers with whom they had long-term relationships. The administrators also viewed
short-term funding as an impediment to identifying and correcting program design problems.
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[I. THE WtW STUDY SITESAND PROGRAM ENROLLEES

The WtW programs and sites discussed in this study, although not statistically representative
of al WtW programs, include a broad variety of WtW-funded services and grantee
organizations. The sites were purposefully selected to reflect the variation in program structure,
approach, and context that was evident among WtW programs across the nation. This chapter
provides background for the discussion, in subsequent chapters, of findings from the
implementation and outcomes analyses. The first section highlights important features of the
localities and programs included in the evaluation. The remainder of the chapter examines the
characteristics of the individuals who enrolled in WtW in the study sites and the degree to which

they were particularly hard to employ compared with the overall TANF population.

A. THE STUDY SITES

Study “sites’ in this evaluation are local grantees whose initiatives were funded fully or
mainly by WtW grants. The sites were either WtW competitive grantees funded directly by
DOL (and in one case subgrantees of a competitive grantee) or local WIBs that were subgrantees
funded through a state’s formula grant. For simplicity, both grantees and subgrantees are
referred to as grantees, as both had to adhere to the same administrative requirements. Most
local grantees contracted with local service providers—sometimes many of them—for actual
service delivery.

The evaluation included 13 sites in the implementation analysis, but only 11 in the outcomes
analysis (Exhibit I1.1). The 13 sites represented 11 different grantees, since the local programsin
three sites—Batimore County, Maryland; St. Lucie County, Florida; and Long Beach,
Cdifornia—were operated by subgrantees of a single competitive grantee, Johns Hopkins

University (JHU). We did not include Southeastern Indiana and Long Beach in the outcomes
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analysis because their WtW operations were too small-scale to merit the intensive effort of
tracking a group of enrollees for follow-up surveys.

Although the estimation of WtW program impacts based on an experimental design
ultimately proved infeasible in this evaluation, suitability for impact analysis was a major factor
in the selection of study sites.® Other factors were also used to ensure substantial variety among
the study sites with respect to the type of grantee, target population, degree of innovation,
geographic region, and urbanicity. These last factors led to inclusion of the two sites whose
scales of operation made them unsuitable for the impact and outcomes analyses but that were of
interest for the implementation analysis.

The sites reflected the flexibility given to WtW grantees under the BBA in terms of program
structure, targeting, and service activities. The remainder of this section highlights
distinguishing characteristics of the WtW initiatives and programs sponsored by grantees

included in the evaluation.**

1. Typeof Funding

The study site grantees often combined different types of WtW funding, and even that from
other sources (Exhibit 11.1). In five of the sites, the grantee agency received competitive grants
alone, two sites received only formula grants, and four received both competitive and formula
WItW grants (but no funding from other sources). Two of the sites received WtW grants plus

supplemental funding from other sources:. the Wisconsin Department of Corrections contributed

3 Grantees were given favorable consideration as potential study sites if they appeared likely to meet the
following requirements for a random assignment study: likelihood of serving substantial numbers of participants,
ability to identify more WtW referrals than they could serve, feasibility of integrating random assignment into their
intake process, clarity of the distinction between WtW services and those available to a control group, and
experience working with the WtW population.

14 Detailed descriptions of the WtW study sites are provided in Appendix A of the evaluation’s implementation
study report (Nightingale et al. 2002). Also, detailed descriptions of selected programs sponsored by the granteesin
the study sites can be found in Appendix A of the evaluation’s cost analysis report (Perez-Johnson et al. 2002).
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funds to Milwaukee's Nontraditional Opportunities for Work (NOW) program, and the Pew

Charitable Trust provided funding to Philadelphia’ s Phil@Work program.

2. Organizational Structure

The grantees typicaly did not directly provide services to WtW enrollees, but rather
contracted with one or more for-profit or nonprofit organizations to provide services. Most
grantees funded multiple programs operating in multiple locations, with each contractor
designing its own program and operating it independently. For example, there were 20 separate
WtW programs in Chicago and 7 in Ft. Worth." Some study grantees—for example, Milwaukee
and Phoenix—developed a genera program model under the implementation of which in-house

staff provided basic services and contractors provided additional services.

3. Scaleof Operation

Many of the WtW programs in the study sites were operated on a modest scale by
community-based organizations or local agencies. Most served only a few hundred enrollees
each year. The main exceptions were Philadelphia and Chicago. The Phil@Work program,
operated in a single location by the nonprofit Transitional Work Corporation with total funding
exceeding $20 million, enrolled about 7,500 individuas during the evaluation period. The
contractors providing services for the Chicago Mayor’'s Office of Workforce Development

enrolled about 8,900.

4. Program Targeting

Most of the programs included in the evaluation were open to all WtW-eligible individuals.

However, in several sites, programs focused on specific subgroups of the eligible population:

%3 |n Chicago, there were 24 contractors in all, but 4 delivered support and specialized services to participants
enrolled in other contractors' programs rather than enrolling casel oads of their own. The situation was similar in Ft.
Worth, where 5 of the 12 contractors provided a variety of special support or data services.
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Noncustodial Parents Released from Incarceration. In Milwaukee, the NOW
program targeted noncustodial parents on probation or parole or who were inmatesin
minimum-security facilities and soon to be released.

Persons Already Employed. The JHU Career Transcript System programs in
Baltimore County, Long Beach, and St. Lucie County targeted mainly WtW-eligible
persons who had already secured employment, with the aim of helping them stay
employed and advance to better jobs.

Subgroups with Special Needs. Grantees in Chicago, Ft. Worth, and Nashville
awarded some of their contracts for the provision of WtW service to organizations
that specialized in serving homeless families and persons with mental or physical
disabilities, limited education or English language skills, or other types of special
needs.

TANF Recipients Unsuccessful in Other Services. Another targeting strategy
involved focusing WtW resources on those TANF recipients who failed to obtain
employment through TANF work programs and were thus presumably particularly
hard to employ. The WtW programs in Philadelphia, Nashville, and Yakima
followed this strategy.

5. Program Approach

All of the grantees in the evaluation study sites emphasized employment, but none provided
job search assistance or job readiness skills alone (Chapter |11 presents additional information on
services provided). They typically offered a range of services to help enrollees prepare for and
move into the labor market, with some variation in the priority given to moving participants
quickly into employment versus providing skills development, and in the emphasis on post-

employment services. Severa WtW grantees in the study sites, however, stood out for their

innovative approaches:

Philadelphia:  Temporary Subsidized Employment. The Transitional Work
Corporation’s Phil@Work program was one of a constellation of programs available
to WtW-eligible persons in Philadelphia; the evauation focused on Phil@Work
because of its use of subsidized employment on alarge scale.'® The program featured

18 |n their 2004 report (summarized in Appendix G of this report), VanNoy and Perez-Johnson provide a side-
by-side analysis of participant outcomes in two WtW programs in Philadelphia: Phil@Work and Regional Service
Centers. These programs differed in their target populations and their service delivery approaches. Together,
however, they captured the main elements of the overall WtW strategy developed by the local WIB and WtW

grantee, the Philadel phia Workforce Development Corporation.
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a two-week job readiness class, followed by paid work experience in a government
agency or nonprofit organization for up to six months. Once participants were
deemed job-ready, they were placed in unsubsidized employment.

* Nashvillee A “Pathways’ Program. The Pathways case management system,
developed by Project Match in Chicago, encourages WtW participants to take “small
steps’ toward employment with close coaching and support, monthly peer support
meetings, individual self-assessment, and ongoing reassessment of progress.!’ A
waiver allowed Pathways participants in Nashville to count family-related tasks and
volunteer activities toward the 40-hour-per-week work requirement for TANF
recipientsin Tennessee.

» Boston: Employer Partnerships. The WtW grantee in Boston established “employer
partnership” programs to prepare TANF recipients for entry-level jobs. The programs
linked one or more employers with a nonprofit service organization to provide
occupation-specific pre-employment preparation and internships.  Participating
employers had to commit to hiring those who compl eted the program.

e Johns Hopkins University: “Career Transcript System.” The JHU programs in
Baltimore County, Long Beach, and St. Lucie County emphasized post-employment
skills assessment and improvement. Workplace liaisons worked with the WtwW
participants and their supervisors to help them retain their jobs and ultimately identify
and move up a career ladder.

B. WtW ENROLLEES

The WtW programs in the study sites primarily served current or former TANF recipients,
as intended in the authorizing legidation, the BBA of 1997 (amended in 1999). The
overwhelming majority of study site enrollees were unmarried African-American women under
40 years old (Exhibit 11.2). In Nashville, for example, virtualy all WtW enrollees were female,
87 percent were black and non-Hispanic, 88 percent were under 40 years of age, and only 3
percent were married. There were exceptions to this pattern, however. Milwaukee's NOW
program, which served noncustodia parents, had a clientele that was 95 percent male. In the
three primarily rural sites—West Virginia, St. Lucie County, and Y akima—enrollees were less

likely than their counterparts in the urban sites to be women or African-American. In Boston

¥ For a description of the Project Match’s Pathways case management system, see Herr and Wagner (2003).
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and Ft. Worth, more than one enrollee in four was Hispanic. In contrast, only 8 percent of WtW
enrolleesin St. Lucie County were Hispanic, despite a large Hispanic presence in Florida.

The WtW grants program was designed to focus in particular on TANF recipients and other
adults at risk for long-term dependency on public assistance. This section describes the
individuals who enrolled in WtW in the 11 study sites that participated in the outcomes analysis,
based on their characteristics at the time they entered the program. Enrollees are described in
terms of their labor market assets and liabilities, previous involvement in the welfare system, and
employment history. These characteristics were obtained from the evaluation’'s baseline
information forms (BIFs) completed by enrollees when they entered the program, state records
containing employer-reported data on earnings for jobs covered by Unemployment Insurance

(UI), and state records on the receipt of welfare benefits and food stamps.*®

1. Labor Market Liabilities

Most WtW enrollees in the study sites had characteristics often associated with
disadvantages in the labor market (Nightingale et al. 2002). These characteristics include being
an unmarried parent with a young child, having little education, and experiencing work-limiting
health problems.

Working can be a challenge for a single parent with a young child, and many of the WtW
enrollees fit this description. In all but four sites, fewer than one in eight enrollees was married
or cohabiting at program entry (Exhibit 11.2). In general, the enrollees had one or more children,
but there was great variation in the percentage who had a child aged 3 years or younger in the
household—ranging from 11 percent in Baltimore County to 42 percent in Phoenix (Exhibit

11.3).

18 State data on Ul-covered earnings could not be obtained for the Boston and Nashville study sites.
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Lack of education was common among WtW enrollees. In six of the study sites, more than
one-third of enrollees were high school dropouts (Exhibit 11.3). In Ft. Worth, Milwaukee,
Philadel phia, and Phoenix, dropouts accounted for between 40 and 55 percent of WtW enrol | ees.
The two sites that emphasized career advancement—Baltimore County and St. Lucie County—
had the lowest high school dropout rates among WtW enrollees, at 15 percent and 17 percent,
respectively. Overadl, it was clear that many WtW enrollees had aready tried to acquire some
form of employment-related credential; between 19 and 47 percent had received some type of
vocational or technical degree or certificate by the time they entered the WtW program.

Work-limiting health problems were another factor that may have affected the employment
prospects of WtW enrollees. In all but three sites, at least one in five enrollees had a work-
limiting medical condition, physical disability, emotional or mental condition, drug or alcohol
use, or other problem. This rate varied from 10 percent in St. Lucie County to 31 percent in
Yakima® There was substantial variation across the sites in the types of work-limiting health
problems but, in general, amedical condition was the most common and drug or alcohol use the
least.’® The health problems or disabilities of another household member were a barrier to
employment for about one in 10 WtW enrollees. These conditions, while less prevalent than the
enrollees own health problems, made it difficult for them to work, attend training, or go to

school.

2. Dependency on TANF

The WtW sites that participated in this evaluation enrolled primarily individuals who had

histories of welfare receipt. In all of the sites except Milwaukee—where the WtW program

% These findings should be taken with caution given that a sizable portion of enrollees did not answer the BIF
question related to their work-limiting health problems. 1n 9 of the 11 study sites, response rates for this item were
in the range of 65 percent to 85 percent.

% This pattern may also reflect respondents’ unwillingness to acknowledge certain types of health problems.
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targeted noncustodial parents—87 percent or more of WtW enrollees had received TANF or its
predecessor AFDC under their own name at some time prior to program entry (Appendix Exhibit
E.1). In contrast, only 14 percent of Milwaukee's enrollees had ever received TANF or AFDC.
In most of the study sites, only about one-third of the enrollees who had ever received TANF or
AFDC had received those benefits for more than five years (Exhibit 11.4).

During the year immediately preceding program entry, rates of TANF receipt anong WtW
enrollees varied widely across the study sites. In six of the sites, 60 to 90 percent of WtW
enrollees were receiving TANF in each of the first three quarters of the year prior to program
entry (Exhibit 11.5). In four of the other five sites, rates of TANF receipt were lower, ranging
from 30 to 45 percent over the same pre-entry quarters. Milwaukee's very low rates of TANF
receipt during this period clearly reflect the unique population (noncustodial parents) served by
the NOW program. In most sites, the rate of TANF receipt increased over the year before
program entry and was markedly higher during the quarter of program entry than at any point in
the year prior.?® This observation highlights the fact that, in general, the circumstances of

enrollees had taken aturn for the worse shortly before they entered WtwW.%

2l The quarterly TANF participation rates presented in this report are derived from monthly state TANF
administrative data. The rates for the quarter of program entry (Appendix Exhibit D.2.a) are generally higher than
those based on data from enrollee’s BIFs in the evaluation's baseline survey (Appendix Exhibit E.1). The
differences between these two methodol ogies—which range in absolute value from 7 to 32 percentage points—are
probably due to one or more of the following: (1) rates based on baseline survey data reflect participation at a
specific time, whereas those based on state administrative data reflect participation at any time during the quarter of
enrollment; (2) in some sites, enrollees may not have recognized “TANF" because the program is known by its local
program name; (3) the baseline survey asked whether the enrollee had received TANF or AFDC in his or her own
name; enrollees who received TANF under another’s name may have reported no receipt; and (4) in some sites, the
administration of BIFs was delayed until after enrollment, so some enrollees may have left TANF before completing
abaseline form.

2 Enrollees in the Baltimore County JHU program present a sharp contrast to the general pattern of a higher
rate of TANF receipt in the quarter of program entry than in preceding quarters Exhibit I11.5). This is consistent
with the program’s focus on employed individuals. Enrollees in Baltimore County were moving into employment
during the immediate pre-entry period. With relatively high wages (discussed in Chapter 1V), many of these
individuals had worked their way off TANF before they entered WtW.
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3. Recent Work Experience

Given their extensive histories of welfare receipt, it is not surprising that WtW enrollees had
limited recent work experience. In eight of the nine study sites for which state Ul data were
available (West Virginia being the exception), just one-third to one-half of WtW enrollees were
employed in each of the first three quarters of the year prior to program entry (Exhibit 11.6). The
West Virginia WtW grantee, the Human Resources Development Foundation (HRDF), served a
predominantly rural area where the recent employment histories of enrollees were even more
limited. Over most of the year before program entry, fewer than one in five HRDF enrollees was
employed. Moreover, very few WtW enrollees in any of the study sites were steadily employed
during the year prior to program entry. The share of enrollees with any record of employment
during al four quarters before program entry ranged from only 7 percent in West Virginiato 32
percent in Baltimore County (Appendix Exhibit E.3).

In most of the study sites, enrollee employment rates decreased over the year prior to
program entry (Exhibit 11.6). This decrease is to be expected; WtW programs were generally
designed to help people who were not working move into jobs, so some enrollees were bound to
have been referred to WtW soon after losing a job. For example, in Ft. Worth and Phoenix,
quarterly employment rates were initially in the 50 to 55 percent range, and decreased by 5 to 8
percentage points during the year prior to the quarter of program entry. In Philadelphia,
Chicago, and Y akima, employment rates were lower—initially in the 35 to 40 percent range—
but also decreased over the year prior to program entry. Even in West Virginia, a very low
employment rate of 22 percent in the fourth quarter prior to program entry sank even lower, to 12
percent in the quarter prior to program entry.

In three study sites, however, employment rates increased over the year prior to program

entry, largely because of the nature of the programs and their target populations (Exhibit I1.6). In
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the two sites offering the JHU program (Baltimore County and St. Lucie County), enrollees
rates of employment increased by about 10 percentage points over the year prior to the quarter of
program entry; not surprising, considering the program was designed primarily to provide
retention and advancement support to people already working. In Milwaukee, employment rates
also increased, from 37 to 45 percent, reflecting the program’s focus on men who were on
probation or parole. These men had little or no access to TANF, and were transitioning from
incarceration—which presented no opportunity for Ul-covered employment—to an environment
wherein employment opportunities existed (although often quite limited and many of the

enrollees were unabl e to take advantage of them).

4. Comparisonswith the General TANF Population

Before the 1999 BBA amendments, most WtW enrollees were required to be long-term
TANF recipients and to display other employment barriers related to poor education, substance
abuse, and limited work history. The amendments simplified the eligibility criteria, but the focus
remained on long-term TANF recipients, reflecting the premise that this target population would
be especially hard to employ, and therefore needed the extra help that WtW programs were
designed to provide.

One issue addressed in this evaluation, therefore, is whether WtW enrollees in the study
sites were particularly hard to employ compared with the general population of TANF recipients.
To examine this issue, we collected state Ul records data on employment for a cross-section of
the general TANF population (a “reference sample”) in the WtW study sites where such data

were available, except Milwaukee.”® We then conducted a comparative analysis of trends in

% Because Milwaukee's NOW program targeted noncustodial parents rather than TANF recipients, we
excluded the site from the comparative analysis of WtW enrollees with all TANF recipients. In addition, we were
unable to obtain Ul data for the Boston and Nashville sites.
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employment for WtW enrollees and reference sample members for the period before their
program entry, controlling for differencesin local unemployment rates that they faced.

The Ul data indicate that WtW enrollees were not consistently harder to employ than TANF
recipients in general. In Batimore County and St. Lucie County, enrollees had higher
employment rates in the year prior to program entry than reference sample members in the year
prior to sample selection, reflecting the focus of the JHU program on individuals who had
aready found jobs (Exhibit 11.7). However, in three of the study sites that did not have that
focus—Ft. Worth, Philadelphia, and Phoenix—employment rates for WtW enrollees prior to
program entry were still higher than for reference group members. In contrast, enrollees in
Chicago and Yakima were less likely to be employed in the year before program entry, as
compared with reference sample members in the year before sample selection. Data for
reference group members in West Virginia were available only beginning with the final quarter
prior to sample selection. In that quarter, reference group members had nearly the same
employment rate as enrollees in the quarter prior to program entry. Thus, while many WtW
enrollees had significant labor market liabilities, they were not consistently harder to employ
than the general population of TANF recipients.?*

The difficulty of demonstrating that WtW enrollees were harder to employ than TANF
recipients in general may reflect the changes in the TANF population that accompanied the
dramatic caseload declines of the late 1990s. WtW program staff often commented that
“everyone left on TANF is hard to employ,” because so many of those who could readily find

work had left the rolls.  Although WtW staff applied the WtW eligibility criteria, these criteria

2 This finding should be taken with caution because data on employment and TANF receipt for WtW enrollees
and/or reference sample members were not available or were incomplete in some sites. Specificaly, there was no
reference sample for Milwaukee, employment data were unavailable for both enrollees and reference sample
members in Boston and Nashville, and only one quarter of employment data was available for reference group
membersin West Virginia prior to the sample selection month.
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may not have been making meaningful distinctions among TANF recipients with respect to their

experiences of employment difficulties.
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EXHIBIT I1.4

CUMULATIVE YEARS OF WELFARE RECEIPT
BY WtW ENROLLEESAT PROGRAM ENTRY
(if ever received)

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD) 36%

Boston (MA)

Chicago (IL) 45%

Ft. Worth (TX) B 31%

32%

Milwaukee (WI)

Nashville (TN) B 41%

Philadel phia- TWC (PA) 47%

Phoenix (AZ) 53%

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)

W. VirginiaaHRDF (WV)

Y akima (WA)

0% 25% 50% 5% 100%

B<lyear [O15years E>5years

Reference: Exhibit E.1
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Percent Employed Percent Employed

Percent Employed

EXHIBIT I1.7

COMPARISON OF EMPLOYMENT RATESPRIOR TO PROGRAM
ENTRY FOR WtW ENROLLEESAND REFERENCE SAMPLE MEMBERS

Baltimore Co., MD (JHU) Boston, MA
100% 100%
80% 80%
T
)
60% E. 60%
Ll
() 5 (]
40% g 40%
20% 20%
0% 0%
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 -4 -3 -2 -1 0
Quarter Relative to WtW Entry Quarter Relative to WtW Entry
Chicago, IL Ft. Worth, TX
100% 100%
80% 80%
g
60% :—;1 60%
L
40% ‘§ 40%
20% 20%
0% 0%
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 -4 -3 -2 -1 0
Quarter Relative to WtW Entry Quarter Relative to WtW Entry
Milwaukee, W1
100%
80%
— W1tW Enrollees
60%
0% = = = Reference Sample
Data source: state unemployment insurance earnings records
20% Reference: Exhibits D.1.c and D.1.d
0% Note: Employment rates for enrollees have been adjusted for
differences between enrollees and reference sample members
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 inlocal unemployment rates. These results for enrollees may
Quarter Relative to WtW Entry differ from those presented elsewhere in this report.
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Exhibit 1.7 (continued)

Percent Employed

Percent Employed
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1. PROGRAM MODELSAND SERVICES

WItW grantees, alowed considerable discretion to design programs, came up with a variety
of approaches to serve the enrollees described in the previous chapter. The underlying goa of
the WtW grants program was to promote the long-term economic self-sufficiency of people with
serious employment difficulties, particularly welfare recipients and noncustodial parents of
children on welfare. In pursuing this goal, grantees generally offered similar services classified
as alowable under the authorizing legislation. All the grantees in this study offered pre-
employment services such as needs and skills assessments, job readiness instruction, and job
search assistance. They also offered, at least to some enrollees, more intensive activities such as
education, occupationa training, transitional subsidized employment, or supported work
experience. Some provided job retention services. Grantees diverged, however, in the relative
emphasis they placed on different services, each attempting to address the needs of their target
population, as they understood them.

The approaches grantees took to the provision of services can be looked at from two
perspectives. First, we can classify programs into general models based on grantee service plans
and descriptions of their activities, and on our observations of program services. Section A
distinguishes four such program models on this basis. Second, we can examine the actual
services enrollees received to determine which of the allowed WtW services were most
commonly used by recipients, and how these patterns varied across sites. Section B uses data
from program management information systems and follow-up interviews with enrollees to
characterize the types of services received and the duration of enrollees activities. Patterns of
actual service receipt may illustrate how some program model distinctions lead to different

enrollee experiences. However, these two perspectives may not always be consistent. In
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Section C, we examine whether patterns of enrollee activity in WtW services coincide with
distinctions in program models based on grantee plans and designs.

Distinctions among WtW programs, whether based on program operators plans or patterns
of enrollee experiences, are typically subtle rather than dramatic. One reason is that some
grantees—especialy large ones like the Chicago site—used their WtW funds to support multiple
programs, often serving distinct target populations with different service emphases. A second
reason is that despite grantees plans, their experiences with program implementation often
resulted in shifts in actual practice, sometimes in ways that muted the distinctiveness of their
original program ideas. Distinctions evident in program designs, moreover, may be less evident
in the patterns of enrollees’ activities and their paths into employment, which were also a result
of whether the enrollees persevered in programs long enough to be exposed to the full menu of
services. Finally, it must be remembered that all grantees were focused on employment as a
near-term outcome; program models involving extensive job skill training or education before
entry to employment, for example, were not among the model options. Thus the programsin this

study can be expected to differ only within alimited range.

A. PROGRAM MODELS

The grantees we studied provided three main services beyond initial needs assessments: (1)
al offered some form of pre-employment preparation, including job readiness instruction, job
search assistance, and job placement; (2) all offered some degree of education and training
services; and (3) some offered job retention services to help people stay employed after finding a
job. Sites differed in the emphasis their program designs placed on these services. These
differences suggest four program model s—the employment, pre-employment, rehabilitative, and

post-employment models—as summarized in Exhibit 111.1 and discussed below.

38



1. Employment Model

The primary objective of the employment model was to move enrollees as quickly as
possible into jobs. This did not mean that programs following this model focused solely on job
placement. Job preparation services were typicaly accompanied by individualized counseling
and support, socia services, and even post-employment follow up, including education in some
cases. Four of the sites followed the employment model. In two of these (Phoenix and Y akima),
staff generally provided substantial counseling and employment assistance to the enrollees.
Grantees in Chicago and Ft. Worth each funded over a dozen separate programs that
implemented various models, but most enrollees were in programs that relied heavily on self-

directed job search.

2. Pre-Employment Model

This moddl is characterized by an intensive emphasis on pre-employment preparation. In
addition to job search preparation, programs we consider exemplars of this model offered
structured pre-employment activities such as group counseling, remedial education, or
occupational preparation, and often some type of transitional employment. In Boston and
Philadelphia, for example, wage-paying transitional employment was a major component,
usually following several weeks of preparatory activities. HRDF in West Virginia combined
group job readiness workshops with unpaid work experience, and wage supplements to those
who obtained low-wage jobs. Nashville Works/Pathways emphasized ongoing supportive peer

groups, intensive case management, and job coaching.

3. Rehabilitative M od€

An emphasis on recovery came through in the rehabilitative model. The Milwaukee NOW
program was unique among the study sites in that it exclusively served fathers on parole or

probation. Program staff provided individual and structured services that could include
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rehabilitation activities, referral to counseling or treatment, and short-term work experience in

addition to job search and placement services.

4. Post-Employment Model

Retention and advancement in employment were the hallmarks of the post-employment
model. While all WtW-funded programs in the study sites included some post-employment
services, the JHU program, administered by community colleges, was explicitly designed to
serve people who were already employed. The program supported “workplace liaisons’ who
worked with enrollees and their workplace supervisors to assess enrollees’ soft skills, encourage
supervisors strategies for strengthening skills, and mediate conflicts or misunderstandings
between employees and supervisors. A “career transcript system” was designed to test enrollees

soft skills and document their devel opment.

B. SERVICESACTUALLY RECEIVED

The services that WtW enrollees actually received were heavily tilted toward employment
preparation services as opposed to skill enhancement services, reflecting the requirement that
WtW-funded programs complement PRWORA’s “work first” philosophy.”>  Employment
preparation services either help individuals overcome barriers that prevent them from securing
employment or facilitate their progress in finding and maintaining work. Such services typically
address specific problems and are of short duration. In contrast, skill enhancement services help
individuals qualify for better jobs than they otherwise would. These services, typically education
or training, are designed to broadly increase human capital and may be of longer duration. The

BBA restricted the provision of skill enhancement services funded by WtW grants to the post-

% DOL’sinterim rules for the WtW grants state that, “Activities conducted with WtW funds must be grounded
in the ‘work first’ philosophy which is a fundamental tenet of the Act (PRWORA). Although a variety of activities
are authorized under WtW, these activities should be viewed as employment-based developmental steps for helping
individuals secure and retain unsubsidized employment” (DOL 1997, pages 61593-61594).
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employment period.*® However, the 1999 amendments to the BBA expanded the list of
allowable pre-employment services to include education and training, but capped the duration of
these services at six months.>’ This evaluation’ s report on the implementation of the WtW grants
program states that, following the amendments, the programs did not change much with respect
to the provision of pre-employment education and training because they had already established
particular program models and approaches (Nightingale et al. 2002, page 54).%8

This evauation’s 12-month follow-up survey asked WtW enrollees a series of questions on
the employment-related services they received during the year following program entry.
Respondents to the survey did not necessarily know whether WtW-funded providers or other
organizations delivered the services. However, the types of services that they reported are
broadly consistent with earlier findings on the services provided by the WtW programs in the
study sites (Nightingale et a. 2002). Consequently, we believe that WtW-funded providers
delivered many or even most of the services that enrollees reported receiving. This section uses
the 12-month follow-up survey datato describe enrollees’ receipt of employment preparation and
skill enhancement services. It aso uses information gathered as part of the evauation’s
implementation study to describe opportunities for participation in transitional employment

programs.

% DOL states, “While the legislation (PL 105-33, 1997) does not permit stand-alone training activities
independent of a job, alowing them as post-employment activities only while the participant is working in a
subsidized or unsubsidized job reflects the basic ‘work first’ thrust of the legislation” (DOL 1997, page 61594).

" public Law 106-113 (1999).

% The allowance of limited pre-employment services under WtW in the 1999 amendments had little effect on
program services because many WtW grantees had already established procedures with TANF agencies regarding
eligibility, referrals, cost sharing, etc. Additionally, some grantees had aready issued contracts to organizations to
operate programs consistent with program model s that had been specified prior to the amendments.
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1. Employment Preparation Services

Most WtW enrollees in the 11 study sites received employment preparation services
sometime during the year following program entry. These included two core services: job
readiness training (instruction on appropriate behavior on a job) and job search assistance
(resume preparation, interview practice, and help in finding a job); and eight ancillary services
measured in this evaluation.”® The rate of receipt of any of these services was high and did not
vary dramatically across the sites—ranging from alow of 68 percent in Ft. Worth to a high of 89
percent in Philadelphia (Exhibit 111.2).

The employment preparation services most frequently received by WtW enrollees in al of
the study sites were the two core services. Job readiness training was received by more than half
of the WtW enrollees in seven of the study sites and by about four in ten enrollees in the
remaining sites (Exhibit 111.3). Job search assistance was equally common, with a very similar
pattern of receipt across the study sites. Enrollees in Philadel phia were most likely to receive job
readiness training and job search assistance, while enrollees in Ft. Worth were least likely to
receive them.

Fewer enrollees received ancillary services. The most common of these were life skills
training, which was received by roughly 25 to 50 percent of enrollees, and counseling, received
by roughly 20 to 35 percent of enrollees (Exhibit 111.3). The remaining ancillary services,
including mediation and substance abuse treatment, were generally received by no more than 15

percent of enrolleesin asite, with the following notable exceptions:

# The evaluation’s 12-month follow-up survey inquired about the receipt of each of eight ancillary services:
(1) life-skills training, (2) mental health services, (3) substance abuse treatment, (4) medical attention to correct a
work-limiting physical condition, (5) legal assistance, (6) counseling, (7) peer support/discussion group, and (8)
mediation services. Longer-run education and training programs are discussed in Section B.2.
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» Consistent with the emphasis of the JHU program model on job retention, skills
development, and job advancement, WtW enrollees in Baltimore County and St.
Lucie County received counseling and mediation services at higher rates than
enrollees in most of the other study sites, but had lower rates of receipt of job
readiness training and job search assistance.®

* The Project Match model on which the Nashville Works/Pathways program was
based specifies the provision of intensive case management and a broad range of
ancillary services in a supportive peer-group environment.  Accordingly, the
Nashville enrollees were more likely to receive life-skills training, counseling,
structured peer support, and mediation services than those in most of the other study
Sites.

» Enrollees in Milwaukee had relatively high rates of receipt of life-skills training,
counseling, and additional ancillary services that were rarely received by WtW
enrollees in other sites—including participation in peer support groups, legal
assistance, and substance abuse treatment.

The typical design for employment preparation services specifies several weeks of job
readiness training followed by a week or so of job search/placement assistance. But even
programs in the evaluation that were broadly consistent with this design tended to incorporate
significant modifications. For example, programs in some of the study sites reflected a
philosophy that employment outcomes could be optimized by the provision of extended job
readiness training prior to job search/placement. Conversely, job readiness training was
downplayed in some other programs that targeted individuals who had already demonstrated
their employability.

The duration of job readiness training reflected the diverging models adopted by the site
grantees. Among enrollees who received training, the median days ranged from 6 in Ft. Worth

and St. Lucie County and 8 in Baltimore County to 44 in Boston and Philadelphia®* The short

% Referral to education and training programs was also a distinctive feature of the JHU program design.
Evidence presented later in this section documents that WtW enrollees in Baltimore County and St. Lucie County
were more likely to have participated in education and training programs than enrollees in most of the other study
sites.

%! Findings on the duration of services were originally reported by Fraker et al. 2004. The results cited in this
and the succeeding two paragraphs are presented in Exhibit I11.3 in that report.

43



duration of job readiness training in Baltimore County and St. Lucie County reflected the fact
that the JHU program was designed to assist people who were already employed. In Ft. Worth,
the short duration of training was consistent with the program’s emphasis on rapid transition to
employment. In contrast, the long duration of training in Boston and Philadelphia reflected
structured sequences of service components leading to a paid internship or transitional work
experience, and may have also reflected survey respondents’ perception of services they received
even after their placement in atransitional job.

The design and execution of job search assistance was more consistent across sites, with
much lower and less varied durations. The median duration of job search assistance was just 4
daysor lessin 7 of the sites, and exceeded 10 days only in Boston.

The duration of ancillary services depended on their nature, the severity and complexity of
the problems they were designed to address, and enrollees capacity to persist in the activity.
WItW enrollees typically received counseling, mediation, and legal services for short durations—
10 days or less for counseling and 4 days or less for mediation and legal services. In contrast,
enrollees often received mental health services and substance abuse treatment for long durations.
For example, WtW enrollees in Batimore County and Boston who entered substance abuse

treatment programs typically received services from those programs for about 100 days.

2.  Skill Enhancement Services

Skill training was clearly less common than basic employment preparation. In keeping with
the federal WtW legislation, which de-emphasized pre-employment training to develop work
skills, enrollees in the 11 study sites were only about half as likely to receive skill enhancement
services during the year following program entry as they were to receive the employment
preparation services discussed in the previous section. Aside from the two JHU sites that by

design encouraged post-employment skill development, Nashville was the only site where more
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than 40 percent of enrollees participated in education or training (Exhibit 111.4). The Nashville
program emphasized human development and operated under Tennessee’s federal TANF waiver
that expanded the allowable services to permit a broader set of activities to satisfy work
requirements. Only between 24 and 37 percent of enrollees in the other study sites received skill
enhancement services during the year after program entry.

The most common types of skill enhancement activities were high school completion or
GED programs and advanced vocational or technical training. With the exception of the
Milwaukee, Nashville, and JHU sites, about 10 to 20 percent of WtW enrollees in the study sites
participated in GED/high school programs and about the same proportion participated in
advanced education programs (Exhibit 111.5).3 Only 5 to 10 percent of enrollees participated in
adult basic education (ABE) and virtually none in any site except Boston participated in English
as a Second Language (ESL) programs. Restrictions on the receipt of TANF by recent
immigrants may have limited the number of WtW enrollees who could benefit from ESL
instruction.

Enrollees in Milwaukee and Nashville participated in GED or high school programs at
relatively high rates (23 and 24 percent, respectively). Nashville enrollees also had relatively
high rates of participation in ABE and in advanced education programs. Given that community
colleges implemented the JHU program, it is not surprising that 28 percent of enrollees in
Baltimore County and 31 percent in St. Lucie County participated in advanced education
programs (Exhibit 111.5).

Skill enhancement services represented a substantially larger investment in human capital

than employment preparation services. The skill enhancement services received by WtW

% The 12-month follow-up survey gathered information on participation in vocational or technical training,
occupational skills training, and college programs.
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enrollees typically lasted for two to six months and entailed a commitment of 10 to 20 hours per
week (Fraker et a. 2004, Exhibit 111.6). Enrollees in the Milwaukee NOW program who
participated in GED or high school education programs did so for 12 hours per week for five
months, on average. Their counterparts in Nashville were even more intensively engaged in
these programs, averaging 20 hours of participation per week for six months. Enrollees in the
Baltimore County and St. Lucie County JHU programs who participated in advanced education
programs did so for roughly 15 hours per week over an interval of three to four months, on

average.

3. Transtional Employment

Even with access to employment preparation services and, under certain conditions, skill
enhancement services such as job training and education, some WtW enrollees faced a difficult
road to employment. TANF work requirements in some states prompted TANF-funded and
WtW-funded programs to create subsidized, transitional jobs to ensure that all enrollees required
towork did so. Most WtW enrollees could satisfy work requirements for a short initial period by
participating in job readiness workshops. WtW program staff pointed out, however, that
individuals with serious problems, such as physical or mental disabilities or low basic education
attainment, often had great difficulty moving from a short job readiness activity into the
unsubsidized labor market.

Transitional employment components addressed severa concerns. For enrollees unable to
find employment quickly, subsidized transitional employment made it possible to continue
meeting TANF work requirements while developing potentially marketable skills. This was
especialy relevant for enrollees who were unsuccessful in finding an unsubsidized job through
the front-end job readiness and placement components of a WtW program. Transitional

employment could aso be a bridge to unsubsidized employment. In some programs, transitional
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employment components were structured in such a way that participating employers were
expected to hire aworker who successfully completed atrial work period.
In the WtW study sites, grantees ingtituted several different forms of transitional

employment, with dlightly different entry and exit paths:

» Temporary Work Experience. Some Chicago programs placed individuals in a
temporary work experience assignment after a brief job readiness workshop. In West
Virginia's HRDF program, after a four-week job readiness workshop, about two-
thirds of enrollees were placed for up to six months in unpaid work experience at
nonprofit organizations, with no expectation of permanent employment.

» Simple Private Sector Transitional Jobs. More capable and job-ready enrollees in
West Virginia were placed for up to one month in unpaid positions at private
businesses or in paid on-the-job training (OJT) positions for up to six months, with
the understanding that the employer would offer ajob upon successful completion.

» Enhanced Transitional Jobs. In Philadelphia, TWC targeted individuas with little
or no work experience who, soon after program entry, were placed in transitional jobs
for 25 hours per week for six months, and participated in 10 hours of education or
group training each week, but with no prospect of continuing employment.

» Sectoral Employer Partnerships. Collaborations were formed in Boston with
particular employers or industries. After a pre-employment component of three or
four months of job readiness skills development, WtW enrollees were placed in paid
transitional “internship” jobs at partnering firms for four to six months, with a focus
on building basic job-specific or firm-specific skills. Firms agreed to hire enrollees as
regular employees at the end of the internship period.

These transitional employment variants differed with respect to the payment of wages.
While enrollees were generally paid in supported/transitional work, this was not always the case.
When paid, enrollees in the study sites were most likely to receive either the minimum wage
(Philadelphia TWC, Y akima, and several subcontractor programs in Chicago and Ft. Worth) or
the “going” rate for what were usually entry-level jobs. If the position was aformal OJT slot—
generaly with a commitment to hire and provide job-specific training over a six-month period—
enrollees were paid at the same regular hourly as other new hires in the same positions. In some

programs in Ft. Worth, enrollees received no payment for work experience hours, though they
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may have received some compensation for work-related expenses. In the West Virginia HRDF
work experience positions, enrollees were generally unpaid but continued to receive their TANF
cash grant, food stamps, and a work-related expense payment of $1.60 per hour.

Grantee descriptions of their programs indicated that all study sites made some use of
transitional employment, but the emphasis on this component varied. Gauging levels of
participation accurately is more difficult than with other WtW activities because respondents to
the two follow-up surveys often had trouble distinguishing a regular job from a transitional job,
and program MIS files often failed to clearly classify transitional jobs. However, it appears from
MIS files that in West Virginia and Philadelphia, as many as 68 and 75 percent of enrollees,
respectively, participated in some kind of transitional employment.®* In Chicago, it is possible
that as many as 50 percent of WtW enrollees overall had some kind of transitional placement;
and we know that such placements were a core activity in Boston, although we do not have MIS
files to quantify participation rates. In most of the other study sites, MIS files suggest that
transitional employment involved far fewer enrollees—ranging from about 5 percent in Ft.
Worth to 10 percent in Phoenix, and perhaps as many as 22 percent in Nashville. Although these
MIS data do not provide clear-cut documentation of transitional employment, they do appear

consistent with the emphasis that program grantees reported placing on this component.

C. COMPARISON OF SERVICESWITH PROGRAM MODELS

The services that WtW enrollees actually received were broadly consistent with the program
models in their respective study sites. Exhibit I11.6 shows that enrollees in the four sites that
adopted the pre-employment model had high rates of receipt of job readiness training (60 percent

or higher), and that training was of relatively long duration, ranging from 18 days in Nashville to

% The program design in Philadelphia included transitional employment placement for all enrollees; thus, it is
clear that some enrollees dropped out of the program or found a job before receiving this service.
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44 days in Boston and Philadelphia. This training may have delayed the entry of enrollees into
jobs, as the elapsed time from program entry until the first job was relatively high, averaging 4.7
months across these sites. The two sites that implemented the JHU post-employment model had
relatively low rates of receipt of employment preparation services among their enrollees. But in
these sites, three in ten enrollees received advanced education or training—double the proportion
in sites that had adopted other program models. Enrollee statistics for the four sites that adopted
the employment model differ from those of the pre-employment sites in two respects that are
consistent with differences between the program models. The employment sites had a lower
proportion of enrollees who received job readiness training (56 percent) and shorter duration of
training (16 days on average across the four sites). The elapsed time until the first job was also
lower, averaging 4.4 months.

The Milwaukee site adopted a distinctive rehabilitative model that focused on the
reintroduction of recently released prisoners into society and the labor force. The enrollee
statistics presented in Exhibit 111.6 clearly distinguish this site from those that adopted other
program models. Enrollees in the NOW program were less likely to receive employment
preparation services and required substantially more time (5.8 months on average) to enter their
first post-enrollment job than enrollees in the other sites. As presented in Exhibit 111.3,
Milwaukee enrollees were more likely than those in most of the other study sites to have
participated in peer support groups (28 percent) or to have received counseling (32 percent),
legal assistance (14 percent), or substance abuse treatment (21 percent). The time that enrollees
took to participate in these ancillary services may partially account for the long duration between

their entry into WtW and the start of their first job.
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Chicago and Ft. Worth are the study sites for which the services received by WtW enrollees
were least consistent with our program model classification scheme. This chapter concludes
with brief discussions of these two sites.

The large number and diversity of WtW programs in the Chicago study site—with its 20
individual programs—made the assignment of this site to a single program model problematic.
Some of the programs emphasized job readiness instruction prior to job placement, others
featured transitional employment in subsidized jobs, and yet others focused on the rapid
attachment of enrollees to unsubsidized jobs. However, a strong work first emphasis cut across
al of the WtW programs in Chicago, and most enrollees entered rapid-attachment programs.
Consequently, Exhibit I11.6 lists the Chicago site as having adopted the employment model. The
diverse programs in Chicago account for its distinctiveness among the employment-model sites
in that the Chicago enrollees received both job readiness training and job search assistance at
high rates (72 percent and 66 percent, respectively) and for long periods (medians of 30 and 9
days, respectively).

Ft. Worth also stands out among the sites that adopted the employment model. Here,
enrollees there were much less likely to receive employment preparation services and required an
additional month, on average, to find jobs. Only 39 percent of the Ft. Worth enrollees received
job readiness training and just 44 percent received job search assistance; they required an
average of 5.2 months to find their first job. In principle, participation in ancillary employment
preparation services might account for the delayed entry of Ft. Worth enrollees into
employment—but in reality, these enrollees had very low rates of receipt of such services.
Earlier in this chapter we characterized the Ft. Worth site as providing primarily self-directed
rather than staff-guided job search activities. The summary statistics in Exhibit 111.6 suggest that

the Ft. Worth enrollees might have benefited from more staff attention.
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EXHIBIT I11.2

PERCENTAGE OF WtW ENROLLEESWHO RECEIVED ANY

EMPLOYMENT PREPARATION SERVICES

DURING THE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

Boston (MA)

Chicago (IL)

Ft. Worth (TX)
Milwaukee (W) |

Nashville (TN) &

Philadelphia-TWC (PA)

Phoenix (AZ) §
St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)

W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) |

Yakima (WA)

68%

73%

79%

82%

 50%

85%

1 83%
80%
87%

| 86%

T T T T T

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The evaluation’s 12-month follow-up survey gathered information on the following employment preparation services: job readiness
training, job search or placement services, life-skills classes, mental health services, substance abuse treatment, medical attention to
correct awork-limiting physical condition, legal assistance, counseling, peer support/discussion group, and mediation services.
Reference: Fraker et a. 2004, Exhibit B.1
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EXHIBIT I11.4

PERCENTAGE OF WtW ENROLLEESWHO RECEIVED ANY
SKILL ENHANCEMENT SERVICES (EDUCATION OR TRAINING)
DURING THE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD) §
Boston (MA)

Chicago (IL)

Ft. Worth (TX) 29%

Milwaukee (W) § 133%

Nashville (TN) 44%

Philadelphia TWC (PA) § 30%

Phoenix (AZ)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) 47%

W. VirginiaeHRDF (WV)

Y akima (WA) 37%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The evaluation’ s 12-month follow-up survey gathered information on the following skill enhancement services: GED or high school, adult
basic education, English as a second language, vocational or technical training, occupationa skillstraining, and college programs.
Reference: Fraker et a. 2004, Exhibit B.4
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IV. THELABOR MARKET OUTCOMES OF WtW ENROLLEES

This chapter describes employment outcomes of WtW enrollees in the two years after they
entered the program, focusing mostly on the second year after program entry.* This study did
not attempt to estimate the net impacts of WtW-funded programs. Hence, the outcomes reported
in this chapter and the next cannot be attributed to the programs and differences in outcomes
across the study sites should not be regarded as indicative of differencesin program efficacy.

The findings in this chapter are based on two data sources. (1) Ul quarterly records and (2)
follow-up surveys conducted 12 and 24 months after program entry. The Ul data were used
mainly to describe basic employment outcomes of WtW enrollees during the first year after
program entry.®* The survey data were used to present findings based on a richer and more
recent set of employment-related outcomes.

Section A of this chapter shows that WtW enrollees who were not employed when they
entered the program took an average of four to five months to be placed in ajob. Although these
placementsinitially increased the employment rate among enrollees, the gains were generally not
sustained over time. In fact, Section B shows that most enrollees were not employed two years
after entering the program. However, those who were employed usually worked a full or nearly
full workweek, as presented in Section C. They earned about $8 per hour and rarely participated

in an employer-provided health insurance plan.

3 A more detailed analysis of enrollees’ outcomes in the first year after program entry can be found in Fraker
et al. 2004.

% Given the timing of data collection, Ul data were available up until four quarters after program entry for all
sites except Boston and Nashville (where Ul data were not available at all). There were some sites for which we
were able to collect Ul data for a slightly longer period (five to six quarters after program entry), but since the
outcomes in those additional quarters were fairly stable, we decided for purposes of comparability to report Ul-
based results up until four quarters after program entry for all available sites.
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A. EARLY EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES

The WtW legislation emphasizes the initial placement of enrollees into jobs and the
subsequent attainment of lasting employment;* it is therefore important to assess both how
quickly enrollees found jobs and the extent of their employment after they entered the program.
This section describes the time it took enrollees to find their first job after entering WtW, and

explores trends in employment rates during the four quarters following program entry.

1. Did EnrolleesFind Jobs?

In al sites, WtW enrollees were more likely to be employed in the quarter of program entry
than in the quarter prior to program entry (Exhibit 1V.2), reflecting mainly the fact that the study
sites placed some enrollees into jobs shortly after program entry. Not surprisingly given its
emphasis on quickly providing enrollees with subsidized employment, Philadelphia exhibited the
greatest increase in employment among its enrollees around the time of program entry. In this
site, the employment rate increased from 34 percent in the quarter before to 79 percent in the
quarter of program entry.

WItW enrollees who were not employed when they entered the program required an average
of four to five months to find their first post-enrollment jobs (Exhibit IV.1).>" The time that it
took enrollees to find jobs was determined by a host of factors, including the nature of the
services they received. It tended to take enrollees less time to secure their first job in sites that
provided services consistent with rapid job entry than in those that provided more extensive pre-

employment services. Enrollees in Chicago, Phoenix, and Y akima—which used an employment

% A key objective cited in the legislation was “to facilitate the placement of hard-to-employ welfare recipients
and certain noncustodial parents into transitional employment opportunities which will lead to lasting unsubsidized
employment and self-sufficiency” (Federal Register, January 11, 2001, p. 2712).

3" The Milwaukee site was an exception to this pattern. There, the NOW program served an especially hard-to-
employ population of noncustodial parents who had been incarcerated or were on probation or parole when they
enrolled in WtW. The Milwaukee enrollees who were not employed at program entry required nearly six months,
on average, to obtain their first jobs.
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model, designed to move participants into jobs quickly—obtained their first jobs in an average of
4.2 months. In the five sites emphasizing intensive pre-employment preparation, the average
elapsed time until the first job tended to be longer, ranging from a low of 4.3 months in
Philadelphia to a high of 5.1 months in West Virginia® However, Ft. Worth represented an
exception to this pattern. Despite being classified as a site that adopted the employment model,
enrollees in this site took on average 5.2 months to find their first job. As described in Chapter
[11, enrollees in Ft. Worth were much less likely than other employment model sites to receive

employment preparation services.

2. Extent of Employment After Program Entry

While placement into new jobs initially raised the employment rate among enrollees, the
initial gains in employment were not sustained over time. In all but two of the study sites, the
employment rate of WtW enrollees peaked in the quarter of program entry or the following
quarter and declined thereafter (Exhibit 1V.2). For example, in Phoenix the employment rate
peaked at 60 percent the quarter after program entry and then steadily declined to 46 percent four
quarters after program entry. However, in West Virginia and Y akima, the employment rate of
enrollees increased for severa quarters after program entry and then stabilized at the higher
level. In West Virginia, it increased from 14 percent in the quarter of program entry to 41
percent four quarters after entry. In Yakima, the increase was less dramatic but still substantial,
from 35 percent in the quarter of program entry to 44 percent four quarters later.

Relative to their pre-entry peaks, employment rates of enrollees four quarters after program

entry were substantially higher for three sites—West Virginia, Chicago, and St. Lucie County—

% Egpecially in the pre-employment model sites, the measured duration until the first job may have been
distorted by the difficulty that some enrollees had in distinguishing between subsidized employment (a common
service in these sites) and unsubsidized employment.
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and were at about the same level for the remaining sites. For example, the employment rate of
WIW enrollees in West Virginia four quarters after program entry was 39 percent, compared
with a pre-entry peak of 22 percent; Chicago had a less dramatic but still substantial increase of
about 9 percentage points. For the remaining sites, the employment rates of WtW enrollees four
guarters after program entry were about the same as their pre-entry peak. For example, at 54
percent, the employment rate four quarters after program entry in Ft. Worth was the same as its
pre-entry peak.

Although employment rates generally declined shortly after program entry, average earnings
generaly remained stable or increased gradually in the quarters following post-entry peaks in
employment rates. In fact, there was no study site for which average earnings four quarters after
program entry were lower than in the quarter of program entry. This pattern could be due to
employment in the later quarters being associated with longer work hours and/or higher wages

than employment in the earlier quarters.

B. LONGER-RUN EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES

While the analysis in the preceding section is useful to understand initial employment
outcomes and trends in employment during the first year after program entry, this section
extends the analysis by using a richer and more recent set of labor market outcomes. The
analysis focuses on the employment outcomes of enrollees during the second year after they
entered the WtW program. The main source of datais the survey administered to enrolleesin the
11 study sites 24 months after program entry. To assess whether there were significant changes

over time, we compare these with similar indicators from the 12-month follow-up survey.*

¥ Employment rates based on survey data can differ from employment rates based on Ul data for a number of
reasons. In this particular study, employment rates based on data from the 12-month follow-up survey tend to be
lower than the employer-reported Ul figures for the fourth quarter after program entry. This may be due in part to
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1. Employment During the Second Y ear

Most enrollees were employed at some point during the second year after program entry. In
9 of the 11 sites, over 60 percent of enrollees held at least one job at some point during the
second year (Exhibit 1V.3). Not surprisingly given the relatively strong employment history of
their target population, the two JHU sites exhibited the highest proportion of enrollees (about 85
percent) who held at least one job during the second year. At the opposite extreme stood
Phoenix, which at 51 percent had the lowest proportion of enrollees employed during the second
year.

Nevertheless, the proportion of enrollees who were employed at some point during the
second year was lower than the proportion employed at some point during the first year after
program entry in all of the study sites except Ft. Worth. For five of the sites, the proportion of
enrollees who had some employment was at least 10 percentage points lower in the second year
than in the first. The two sites that emphasized rapid job entry (Phoenix and Y akima) and the
site that offered temporary subsidized employment (Philadelphia) exhibited especialy large
drops in the proportion of enrollees employed during the second year from that of the first year,
with enrollees in Phoenix experiencing the greatest reduction of 16 percentage points. This may
have occurred in part because individuas placed according to a rapid-entry strategy may not be
matched to the best jobs, and those placed in temporary subsidized employment may not be able
to find ajob after the subsidized employment period ends.

While most enrollees were employed at some point during the second year following

program entry, consistent employment throughout the year was not the norm. In six of the study

the fact that the follow-up survey provides a single-point-in-time measure whereas the Ul data measure employment
at any time during the fourth quarter after program entry (the latter will tend to overstate employment at any specific
point intime). The most salient exception to this pattern was West Virginia, arural site in which enrollees held jobs
not likely to be registered by the Ul system. In this site, 51 percent of enrollees reported employment 12 months
after program entry; but according to Ul records, only 39 percent of enrollees were employed in the fourth quarter
after program entry.
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sites, enrollees were employed only about 40 percent of the time, on average, during the second
year after program entry (Appendix Exhibit B.2). Enrollees at the JHU sites exhibited the
highest proportion of the year employed (71 percent for Baltimore County and 63 percent for St.
Lucie County), while enrollees in Philadel phia and Phoenix had the lowest average proportion of

time with ajob (32 and 35 percent respectively).

2. Job Turnover During the Second Y ear

It was not unusua for WtW enrollees who were employed at some point in the second year
to leave their jobs. Exhibit IV.4 shows that in most study sites, over 40 percent of enrollees who
were employed during the second year after program entry left the first job they held that year.
The rate of exit from the initial job was highest in Milwaukee (61 percent). It was lowest in
Baltimore County (27 percent), where the JHU program provided services designed to reduce job
loss, and in Boston (42 percent), where employer-sponsored programs fostered strong employee-
employer bonds. In St. Lucie County, the other JHU program site, the rate was also relatively
low (45 percent), but not aslow asin Baltimore County.

Nevertheless, job stability seems to have improved over time. Enrollees tended to have
more stable jobs in the second year after program entry than the first, as indicated by the exit
rates from the first job they held in the year. The rate of exit from initial job was lower in the
second year than in the first for 8 of the 11 study sites (Exhibit IV.4). In fact, for 7 of the 11 sites
the difference in exit rates was 10 percentage points or higher. Not surprisingly, Philadelphia—
which offered enrollees temporary subsidized employment as an initial job after program entry—
exhibited one of the largest declines in exit rates, from 74 percent in the second year to 57

percent in the first year.



When enrollees left their jobs, it was usually because they had voluntarily quit or because
their work period had ended (Exhibit 1V.5).*’ In six study sites, a voluntary quit was the main
reason for departure. Baltimore County had the highest percent of enrollees (59 percent)
reporting this reason for departure. In the other five study sites, the ending of the work period
was the main reason for departure, accounting for 40 percent or more of the enrollees. Dismissal
by the employer for cause (firing) accounted for 12 to 17 percent of departures from the initial

job.

3. Employment Two YearsAfter Program Entry

In general, most enrollees were not employed two years after program entry. In five sites,
the employment rate among enrollees was around 40 percent (Exhibit 1V.6), very similar to the
42 percent employment rate for former TANF recipients nationwide reported by Loprest
(2003).* In Milwaukee and Phoenix, the rate was even lower at 33 percent. Nevertheless, over
two-thirds of enrolleesin the two JHU sites were employed two years after entry, and about half
of enrolleesin West Virginiaand Y akima were employed at that time.

Enrollees were much less likely to be employed at the end of the second year than at some
point during that year. For example, in West Virginia and Y akima about half of the enrollees
were employed at the end of the second year, but over two-thirds were employed at some point
during the year. This finding and the relatively high job exit rates reported in the preceding
section suggest that enrollees employment after entering the program was generally not very

stable.

““The ending of a work period encompasses three similar reasons for departure from ajob: (1) alayoff, (2) the
ending of atemporary job, and (3) the ending of a period of self-employment.

“Ioprest (2003) reports a 42 percent employment rate among adults who had left TANF during the two years
prior to the 2002 Survey of America s Families. Some of these individuals had returned to TANF by the time of the
survey interview.
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Employment rates among enrollees two years after program entry were remarkably similar
to those one year after program entry for most sites, with both typically much higher than
employment rates at program entry (Exhibit IV.6). For 9 of the 11 study sites, the employment
rate two years after entry was essentially the same as it had been a year after entry. Milwaukee
exhibited a particularly large decline (8 percentage points) in the employment rate among its
enrollees, perhaps reflecting the fact that the clients the program served—maostly noncustodial
fathers with a criminal offense in their record—had difficulty staying employed for very long.

Employment rates two years after program entry were dlightly higher in sites that had
implemented programs consistent with a pre-employment model as opposed to an employment
model.** From Exhibit IV.6, we can determine that the sites following a pre-employment model
(Boston, Nashville, Philadelphia, and West Virginia) had an average employment rate for
enrollees two years after program entry of 43 percent, compared with 40 percent for the sites that
were following an employment model (Chicago, Ft. Worth, Phoenix, and Yakima). However,
due to differences in the populations served by the sites that followed these two models, this
difference in employment outcomes is not necessarily indicative of greater efficacy of the pre-
employment model. In particular, the employment rate of enrollees at the time of program entry
was about 5 percentage points higher, on average, in the sites that were following a pre-

employment model.

2 This discussion of differences in employment outcomes by program model focuses on the study sites that
followed either the employment or pre-employment program models. These sites served individuals who were
broadly typical of WtW enrollees nationwide; most were TANF recipients who were not employed when they
enrolled in WtW. Even among these sites, differences in enrollee characteristics at program entry because of
variation in local settings rule out interpretation of outcomes as indications of differences in program efficacy.
Including post-employment and rehabilitative program models would be even more problematic, so we have chosen
not to. The populations served by the study sites that followed these two program models (already employed
persons and noncustodial fathers on probation or parole) were distinctly different from the majority of Wtw
enrollees, not only because of variation in local settings but also by design.
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4. Principal Barriersto Employment

Among the WtW enrollees who were not employed two years after program entry, the most
commonly cited reasons for lack of employment were (1) difficulty finding ajob and (2) a health
problem or disability (Appendix Exhibit B.4). In six of the sites, difficulty finding ajob was the
most common main barrier for employment. Thiswas true for about one-third of the Milwaukee
enrollees who were not employed and between one-sixth and one-third of their counterparts in
the other study sites. A number of factors may have been underlying this reported difficulty,
such as aweak local labor market, a bad match of the enrollees’ skills with the requirements of
available jobs, and persona characteristics that present a challenge to employment. Given the
additional liabilities that ex-offenders bring to the labor market, it is reasonable that WtW
enrollees in Milwaukee were most likely to attribute their lack of employment to difficulty in
finding ajob.

An enrollee’s poor health or work-limiting disability was the most commonly cited reason
for lack of employment in five of the study sites. About one in four enrollees in four sites—
Nashville, Philadelphia, West Virginia, and Y akima—gave this explanation for their lack of a
job one year after enrollment, as did about one in five enrollees in Phoenix. These high rates
may have been due to higher incidences of poor health or disabilities in these sites and/or to a
mix of available jobs that required higher levels of physica functioning.*® For example,
relatively large proportions of enrollees age 40 or older in Yakima (21 percent) and West
Virginia (17 percent) may have made those groups more susceptible to health problems and

disabilities.

“ WtW enrollees in Yakima, West Virginia, and Nashville had the highest rates of work-limiting health
problems at the time of enrollment (Exhibit I1.2, Fraker et al. 2004).
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A small number of other factors were important barriers to employment in some sites. In
general, they represented a barrier for about 10 to 15 percent of enrollees without a job in these

selected sites.

» Participation in education or training programs was a barrier to employment in
Nashville two years after program entry. Onein five enrolleesin this site was in high
school at the time of enrollment and may have been completing formal education two
years |ater.

» Transportation problems were a barrier to employment in West Virginia and Ft.
Worth. West Virginia's TANF recipients often reside in rural areas but the state’s
jobs are concentrated in urban centers, and Ft. Worth does not have extensive public
transportation.

» Getting arrested or facing legal problems was a barrier to employment for enrollees
in Milwaukee, suggesting that problems with the law remained a substantial barrier to
employment.*

* Maternity leave, pregnancy and child care problems were a barrier to employment
in St. Lucie County.

C. FEATURESOF JOBSENROLLEESHELD

Welfare policymakers are concerned not only that able-bodied TANF recipients and other
at-risk adults become employed, but aso that they progress to jobs that allow them to achieve
substantial self-sufficiency. This section describes key features (industry and occupation,
compensation, and hours worked) of the principal job held by those WtW enrollees who were
employed two years after program entry. To assess progress, this section presents some
comparisons between the jobs held at the end of the second year and those held at the end of the

first year.

“ Enrollees in Milwaukee were also more likely than their counterparts in other sites to have recently been laid
off or fired, which suggests that their labor market difficulties went beyond finding employment.
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1. Industry and Occupation

WIW enrollees were most frequently employed in office and administrative support, sales,
and personal care and services occupations. These were the three most common occupations in
five of the study sites, and they were among the five most common occupations in nine sites
(Appendix Exhibit B.5).

About half or more of the principal jobs held by employed enrollees in nine of the study
sites were in service industries, primarily business, health, and socia services (Appendix Exhibit
B.6). Theindustriesin which WtW enrollees worked likely reflect both the industrial base of the
local economies and the job placement strategies of the WtW programs. For example, in
Boston—a major market for the provision of health care, and a site in which the WtW program
partnered with several local hedlth care providers—the principal job held by 26 percent of

employed enrollees was in the health services industry.

2. Compensation

The elements of employment compensation considered in this evaluation are the hourly
wage rate and fringe benefits, with a focus on health insurance, paid sick leave, and pensions.*
As in the previous subsection, the findings reported here are based on the principal job held by
WItW enrollees who were employed two years after program entry.

WItW enrollees in seven of the study sites had a mean nominal wage rate on their primary
job of about $8 per hour (Exhibit I1V.7). West Virginia, Batimore County, Boston, and
Milwaukee were the exceptions to this pattern. Although enrollees in West Virginia had more
favorable employment outcomes than those in many of the other study sites, their mean hourly

wage rate ($6.40) was notably low. In contrast, the mean wage rates for WtW enrollees in

“*This evaluation also examined the availability of dental insurance, paid holidays, and paid vacation leave.
Appendix Exhibit B.8 presents findings for the six types of fringe benefits examined.
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Baltimore County ($9.89), Boston ($10.02), and Milwaukee ($9.91) were well above those for
enrollees in the other sites. In all sites except West Virginia, over 90 percent of enrollees earned
wages greater than the minimum wage of $5.15. West Virginia had the greatest proportion of
enrollees earning wages below the minimum wage (12 percent) and below $8.00 per hour (87
percent).

The mean hourly wage rate on the principal job held two years after program entry was
essentially unchanged from the year before in about half of the study sites, but was higher in the
others (Exhibit 1V.8). Where there was an increase, it was not dramatic, except in Milwaukee
where it exceeded $2 per hour. In the other sites where there was an increase, it was in the
$0.40-$0.80 range, which generally represents about 5 to 10 percent of the first-year wage. In
Milwaukee, the mean hourly wage was $2.17 higher at the end of the second year than at the end
of the first year, but this site exhibited a large decline in employment between the two years
(about 8 percentage points, the highest among all sites). The observed increase in the mean
hourly wage was partly the result of enrollees with low first-year wages losing their jobs by the
end of the second year. In fact, of the enrollees who had been employed at the end of the first
year, those who were still employed at the end of the second year had first-year average wages
over $1 higher than those who were no longer employed.

Overal, fringe benefits were available to only modest proportions of WtW enrollees on their
principal job two years after entering the program (Exhibit 1V.9).* Consequently, the self-
sufficiency of most enrollees, to the extent that they achieved it, was precarious—contingent on

remaining healthy and continuing to work.

“¢ Even paid vacation leave, which was common relative to other fringe benefits, was unavailable for one-third
or more enrolleesin all study sites.
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Paid sick leave either was or tied for the most common of the three key fringe benefits in
most study sites, followed by a pension plan. Health insurance was the least common. Rates of
availability of these three benefits ranged across the study sites as follows:*’

» Paid Sick Leave. The availability of paid sick leave ranged from alow of 25 percent

in West Virginia and Milwaukee to a high of 62 percent in Baltimore County and
Boston.

* Pension Plan. The availability of a pension plan ranged from alow of 21 percent in
West Virginiato ahigh of 50 percent in Phoenix.

» Health Insurance. Participation in an employer’s health insurance plan ranged from
alow of 16 percent in West Virginiaand Y akimato a high of 47 percent in Baltimore
County.

In general, there was little change over time in the availability of fringe benefits other than
health insurance (Exhibit 1V.10 and IV.11). Across the study sites, health insurance coverage on
the principal job held two years after program entry was about the same or somewhat higher as
on the principal job held at the end of the first year. Three sites—Chicago, Nashville and
Philadel phia—exhibited increases 5 percentage points or more in the prevalence of health

insurance among employed enrollees.

3. Hoursof Work Per Week

WItW enrollees who were employed two years after program entry typically put in a full or
nearly full workweek on their primary job. Exhibit 1V.12 shows that the mean hours of work per
week on the principal job ranged from 32 to 38 across the 11 study sites. With the exception of
Nashville, in no site did more than 10 percent of employed enrollees work fewer than 20 hours

per week on their principal job (Appendix Exhibit B.8). While employed enrollees worked

“"The definition of availability of a benefit varies depending on the type of benefit. Availability of health
insurance refers to active participation in an employer’s health insurance plan. Availability of paid sick leave and a
pension refers to the potential for enrollees to participate in and benefit from these plans two years after enrolling in
WItW (i.e, at the time of the interviews), whether or not they did so.
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nearly full-time hours on average in a week, they were not necessarily employed consistently
week after week over the course of a month, which may have reduced their monthly earnings.

Since local programs funded by WtW grants were expected to be integrated with the
corresponding state TANF programs, it is appropriate to assess the hours WtW enrollees worked
in terms of the TANF work requirement, as specified in the 1996 PRWORA legidation. This
requirement can be paraphrased as, “The nonexempt adult head of a single-parent TANF case
must spend at least 30 hours per week working on ajob for pay or participating in work-related
activities. Participation in education and training programs may account for no more than 10 of
the required hours.”*®

In Exhibit 1V.13, the TANF work requirement is used as a standard against which to assess
employment outcomes for WtW enrollees two years after program entry, without regard for their
actual TANF participation status at that time. The exhibit displays the percentage of enrollees
who would have satisfied the TANF work requirement based on 30 or more hours of paid
employment alone, based on hours worked in al jobs held at the end of the second year, not just
the principal job.

The rates at which WtW enrollees would have satisfied the TANF 30-hour weekly work
requirement if they had been on TANF two years after program entry were lower than their rates
of employment, but the patterns of these two measures were similar across the study sites.

Exhibit 1V.13 shows that 50 to 60 percent of enrollees in the JHU sites were employed at levels

consistent with the TANF requirement, whereas only about one-third of enrollees in the other

“8pL 104-193, section 407, subsections () and (d). The 30-hour-per-week work requirement became effective
in fiscal year 2000.
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sites were (with the exception of West Virginia, where 40 percent of enrollees were working at
least 30 hours per week).*

The main reason for not satisfying the TANF 30-hour-per-week work standard was the
absence of any employment, not insufficient hours of work (Exhibit 1V.14). For example, in
Chicago 61 percent of enrollees did not meet the 30-hour standard because they were not
employed. Only 4 percent were working between 1 and 20 hours, and 7 percent were working
between 20 and 30 hours. Even assuming that the latter group had no other work-related
activities that would have allowed them to meet the TANF 30-hour requirement, the number of
enrollees who did not meet the standard because they were not working was more than 5 times
the number of those who did not meet it because they did not work enough hours. Thisratio was

similar or greater for all other sites except the two JHU sites, where it was between 2 and 3.

) The rate of satisfying the TANF 30-hour work requirement two years after program entry was very similar to
the rate one year after program entry for al sites except Milwaukee and St. Lucie County, where the second-year
rate dropped by 7 to 10 percentage points.
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EXHIBIT IV.1

MEAN NUMBER OF MONTHSUNTIL WtW ENROLLEES
FIRST JOB AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

Boston (MA)

Chicago (IL)

Ft. Worth (TX)

Milwaukee (WI)

Nashville (TN)

Philadelphia-TWC (PA)

Phoenix (AZ)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)

W. VirginiaaHRDF (WV)

Y akima (WA)

Reference: Exhibit B.7, Fraker et al. 2004
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EXHIBIT IV.2

EMPLOYMENT RATESAND EARNINGS BEFORE
AND AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY: ALL WtW ENROLLEES
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Boston, MA
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Reference: Exhibit D.1.a
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Exhibit 1V.2 (continued)
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EXHIBIT IV.3

PERCENTAGE OF WtW ENROLLEESEMPLOYED SOMETIME
DURING THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD) 91%

859%**
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Chicago (IL) -:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-':-:-:-:‘
Ft. Worth (TX) S LLLLLLLL L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L
Milwakee (W) R s
Nashville (TN)
PhiladelphiaTWC (PA)

Phoenix (AZ)

St Lucie Co-dHU (FL) |

880/* **

W. VIrgIﬂIa—HRDF (WV) ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 80%
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*[** [*** Percentage employed during second year is different from percentage employed during first year at the .10/.05/.01 level.
Reference: Exhibit B.1

100%

EXHIBIT IV.4

RATES OF DEPARTURE BY WtW ENROLLEESFROM THE INITIAL
JOBSIN THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA) E

Chicago (IL) H
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*[**[*** Year 2 departure rate is different from the Year 1 rate at the .10/.05/.01 level of statistical significance.
Reference: Exhibit B.1

100%
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EXHIBITIV.5

CIRCUMSTANCES OF DEPARTURE BY WtW ENROLLEES FROM
THE INITIAL JOB IN THE SECOND YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA)

Chicago (IL)

Ft. Worth (TX)
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Phoenix (AZ)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)
W. VirginiaaHRDF (WV)
Y akima (WA)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
‘ B Quit B Work period ended OFired B Other reason ‘

Reference: Exhibit B.7

EXHIBIT IV.6

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEESEMPLOYED AT
PROGRAM ENTRY, ONE YEAR LATER, AND TWO YEARSLATER

100%
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40% -

20% -
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B At entry B 1 year after entry B 2 years after entry

*[** [*** Percentage employed two years after entry is different from percentage employed one year after entry at the .10/.05/.01 level.
Reference: Exhibit B.12
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EXHIBIT IV.7

MEAN HOURLY WAGE ON THE PRINCIPAL JOB
HELD BY WtW ENROLLEESTWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD) s
Boston (MA) B
Chicago (IL)
Ft. Worth (TX)
Milwaukee (WI)
Nashville (TN) B
Philadelphia=TWC (PA)
Phoenix (AZ) pss
St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)
W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) [

Yakima(WA)

Dollars per Hour
Reference: Exhibit B.8 P

$12

EXHIBIT IV.8

CHANGE BETWEEN FIRST AND SECOND YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
INMEAN HOURLY WAGE ON THE PRINCIPAL JOB
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*[x* [x** Change from Year 1to Year 2 is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01 level.

Reference: Exhibit B.8
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EXHIBIT IV.9

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEESWITH FRINGE BENEFITS
ON THE PRINCIPAL JOB HELD TWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Paid Sick and Vacation Leave
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Reference: Exhibit B.8
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EXHIBIT V.10

DIFFERENCESIN PAID LEAVE ON THE PRINCIPAL
JOBSHELD ONE AND TWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Changein Rate of Availability of Paid Sick L eave

from End of Year 1to End of Year 2
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Boston (MA)
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*[x*[xx* Change from Year 1to Year 2 is statisticaly significant at the .10/.05/.01 level.
Reference: Exhibit B.8
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DIFFERENCESIN HEALTH INSURANCE AND PENSION COVERAGE ON THE
PRINCIPAL JOBSHELD ONE AND TWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

EXHIBIT V.11

Changein Rate of Participation in Employer’s Health Insurance Plan

from End of Year 1to End of Year 2

Batimore Co.-JHU (MD)
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Changein Rate of Availability of a Pension Plan
from End of Year 1to End of Year 2
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St Lucie Co-JHU (FL) |
W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) |
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-15
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*[x*[xx* Change from Year 1to Year 2 is statisticaly significant at the .10/.05/.01 level.

Reference: Exhibit B.8
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EXHIBIT IV.12

MEAN HOURS OF WORK ON THE PRINCIPAL JOB
HELD BY WtW ENROLLEESTWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD) g
Boston (MA) [

Chicago (IL)

Ft. Worth (TX) 58
Milwaukee (WI) §
Nashville (TN) §
PhiladelphiaaTWC (PA) |
Phoenix (AZ) g

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) §
W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) §

Yakima (WA) N

0 10 20 30

Hours per Week
Reference: Exhibit B.8

EXHIBIT IV.13

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES SATISFYING THE TANF 30 HRS./WK.
WORK REQUIRMENT ONE AND TWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

100%

80% -

MD MA IL X WI TN PA AZ FL wv WA

B 1 year after entry B 2 years after entry

*[** [*** Percentage satisfying requirement two years after entry is different from percentage one year after entry at the .10/.05/.01 level.
Reference: Exhibit B.3
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EXHIBIT IV.14

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WtW ENROLLEESBY HOURS
WORKED ON ALL JOBSTWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA)
Chicago (IL)
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Milwaukee (WI)
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Y akima (WA)
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Reference: Exhibit B.3
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V. THE WELL-BEING OF WtW ENROLLEES

The premise underlying the WtW grants program is that hard-to-employ individuals will be
less dependent on TANF and their well-being will improve if they obtain jobs. The preceding
chapter presented findings that two-thirds or more of WtW enrollees across the study sites
obtained jobs sometime during the year following program entry. However, their employment
rates were lower during the second year. By the end of that year, fewer than half of enrollees
were employed in 8 of the 11 sites. Those who were employed tended to hold jobs that offered
dlightly higher compensation in the form of wages and fringe benefits than was true the year
before. The net result of these trends was that the mean earnings of enrollees two years after
program entry were about the same as one year after entry.

WItW enrollees did become less dependent on TANF following program entry; but for most,
incomes did not improve to levels that allowed them to escape poverty. As described in Section
A of this chapter, rates of TANF receipt by WtW enrollees fell dramatically during the two years
after program entry, but enrollees remained highly dependent on assistance from a wide range of
government programs. Despite earnings from employment, Section B shows that two years after
program entry, two of every three enrollees had household incomes below the poverty threshold.
These high poverty rates were not, however, accompanied by high levels of self-reported
material distress. Section C reports on two specific hardships—homelessness and lack of health
insurance—experienced by some enrollees. Rates of homelessness were high in severa study
sites but fell over time. On the other hand, the proportion of enrollees without health insurance

coverage increased in most sites as time passed.
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A. RECEIPT OF ASSISTANCE

WtW enrollees and their families were highly dependent on assistance from private and
public sources two years after program entry; however, their dependency did lessen over the
post-entry period. This section reports findings on the receipt of assistance based on data
obtained from the study’s 12- and 24-month follow-up surveys and from state administrative

records.

1. Assistance from Private Sources

WItW enrollees relied heavily on help from nongovernmental sources of support. They were
especidly likely to receive assistance from family and friends. During the second year after
program entry, about two of every three enrollees in each of the study sites received gifts or
loans of money, help with transportation, or other types of support from extended family
members and friends (Exhibit V.1). They were much less likely to receive assistance from
community organizations, only about one in every three or four enrollees received assistance
from food pantries, crisis centers, or other organizations that provide goods and services to needy
individuals and families.

The trend over time in the receipt of private-source assistance was downward. Across the
11 study sites, rates of receipt of assistance from family and friends or from community
organizations were roughly 7 percentage points lower during the second year after program entry
than the first (Appendix Exhibit B.10).° This may reflect movement by some enrollees beyond

the disruptive events that precipitated their entry into WtW at the beginning of the previous year.

% |n Milwaukee and Philadelphia, where rates of receipt of assistance from community organizations were
especially low during the first year after program entry, WtW enrollees experienced little or no erosion in such
support during the second year.
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2. Assistance from Public Sources

Two years after entering WtW, most enrollees were still receiving some form of publicly
funded assistance (Exhibit V.2). Only in Baltimore County and Milwaukee were rates of receipt
of such assistance lower than 70 percent.®® By wide margins, food stamps were the most
common form of government assistance; they were received by more than 60 percent of
enrolleesin all but the two aforementioned sites (Appendix Exhibit B.11). TANF and SSI/SSDI
were the second or third most common forms of government assistance in al of the study sites
except Milwaukee, where the noncustodial parents who had enrolled in the NOW program were
more likely to receive Social Security retirement or survivors benefits and Ul benefits than
TANF.

TANF and Food Stamps. This study gathered and analyzed data on TANF and food stamp
benefits from administrative files maintained by the states in which the study sites were located.
These data provide a more complete picture than do survey data of changes over time in the
receipt of benefits from these two programs. For each site, Exhibit V.3 presents quarterly rates
of TANF and food stamp receipt calculated for the period beginning four quarters prior to
program entry and ending eight quarters after program entry. Our discussion of this exhibit
focuses on the interval from the quarter of program entry to the eighth quarter after entry and

excludes the Milwaukee site due to its unique target population.

*! The government assistance programs considered in this study are: TANF, food stamps, SSI or SSDI, Social
Security retirement or survivors' benefits, unemployment insurance benefits, general relief or general assistance,
foster care or adoption assistance, and other assistance (including workers' compensation and veterans' benefits but
not housing or medical assistance). Appendix Exhibit B.11 presents findings on the receipt and amounts of these
types of assistance.

*2 The discussion of TANF and food stamp receipt is based on data for early WtW enrollees rather than all
enrollees. Thisis because in 10 of the study sites, a full 8 quarters of post-entry data are available only for early
enrollees, whereas only six or fewer quarters of post-entry data are available for al enrollees. Early enrollees are
defined as those who entered WtW prior to July 1, 2000. Chicago is the only study site in which there were no early
enrollees; consequently, it is the one site for which less than 8 quarters of post-entry administrative data are
available. The 4 quarters of post-entry results shown in Exhibit V.3 for Chicago are based on all WtW enrollees.
Among al of the study sites, in those quarters for which administrative data are available for al enrollees as well as
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Receipt of TANF by WtW enrollees fell sharply during the two years following program
entry. Intheten study sites that are the subject of this discussion, rates of TANF receipt by WtW
enrollees during the quarter of program entry ranged from a low of 38 percent in Baltimore
County to a high of 100 percent in West Virginia (Exhibit V.3). Eight quarters later, the
distribution of recipiency rates had shifted markedly downward, ranging from 10 percent to 64
percent. The relative reductions in rates of TANF receipt were very large in most of the study
sites®® In seven sites—Baltimore County, Boston, Chicago,> Ft. Worth, St. Lucie County, West
Virginia, and Yakima—enrollees were at least 50 percent less likely to receive TANF eight
guarters after program entry than in the quarter of entry. In the remaining three sites—Nashville,
Philadel phia, and Phoenix—the reductions ranged from 30 to 40 percent.

This was a period when families in general were leaving TANF, so the reductions in
recipiency by WtW enrollees were not unusual. Administrative data for al families receiving
TANF in nine of the study sites during a selected quarter in the WtW enrollment period show
relative reductions in recipiency rates over the ensuing eight quarters in excess of 40 percent
(Appendix Exhibit D.2.c).> Therefore, the reductionsin TANF receipt by WtW enrollees in the
study sites should not be attributed to the local WtW programs,; many of the enrollees in those

programs would probably have left TANF even if they had not entered WtW.

early enrollees, quarter-specific TANF participation rates are generally quite similar between the two groups, as
shown in Appendix Exhibits D.2.a and D.2.b. This is especially true for the latest of those quarters, typically
Quarters 4 through 6. Thus, we believe that our decision to focus on results for early enrollees does not distort the
conclusions that we draw from these data.

* The relative change in the rate of TANF receipt over the two years following WtW program entry is defined
as the change in the rate of receipt between Quarter 0 and Quarter 8, divided by the rate of receipt in Quarter 0 and
expressed as a percentage. All percentage changes reported in this section have been calculated in this manner.

> The results for Chicago are based on the four quarters of post-entry administrative data that were available to
this study.

% State administrative data for all families receiving TANF in the study sites were not available for Boston and
Milwaukee.
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Receipt of food stamps was relatively stable as TANF recipiency plummeted following
WIW entry. The reduction in the rate of receipt of food stamps between Quarter 0 and Quarter 8
averaged about 30 percent across the 10 study sites and was generally much smaller than the
reduction in the receipt of TANF (Exhibit V.3).® The Yakima site was typical; there, the rate of
TANF receipt fell by 54 percent during the two years following WtW entry, whereas the rate of
receipt of food stamps fell by only 27 percent. The West Virginia site, where TANF receipt fell
by 68 percent while food stamp receipt fell by only 18 percent, provides the sharpest example of
the relative stability of food stamp receipt. Only in Boston were the relative reductions in the
rates of receipt of these two forms of government assistance following WtW entry roughly equal
at 50 percent for TANF and 53 percent for food stamps.

Any Kind of Government Assistance. Receipt of publicly funded assistance broadly
defined changed little between the first and second years following program entry, despite the
steep reductions in TANF receipt. The rates of receipt of any kind of government assistance, as
measured by the two follow-up surveys, were roughly stable in seven of the sites, increased by 9
percentage points in St. Lucie County, and fell by 3 to 13 percentage points in Baltimore County,
Chicago, and Yakima (Exhibit V.4, top panel). The mean value of all assistance from
government programs was also stable during this period, rising by less than 10 percent in two
sites and remaining essentially unchanged in the others (Appendix Exhibit B.13).

The receipt of any kind of government assistance changed little primarily because of
patterns in receipt of food stamps and SSI or SSDI. We have seen from the administrative data

that, in most of the study sites, the receipt of food stamps by enrollees remained relatively stable

*® From fiscal year 2000 to June 2003, the average monthly number of individuals receiving TANF nationwide
fell by 17 percent (Committee on Ways and Means of the U.S. House of Representatives 2004; DHHS 2004) while
the number receiving food stamps rose by 27 percent (USDA 2004). We would not expect patterns of receipt by
cohorts of individuals or families, such as those who participated in the WtW evaluation, to mirror these casel oad
trends. However, the caseload trends do provide supportive context for our finding that the receipt of TANF by
WtW enrolleesfell relative to the receipt of food stamps.
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while their receipt of TANF fell. In afew sites, the survey data show that increases in the receipt
of SSI or SSDI partialy offset reductions in the receipt of TANF.>” This pattern is exemplified
by Philadelphia, where the receipt of SSI or SSDI increased by 3 percentage points during the
second year after program entry (Exhibit V.4, bottom panel). Ft. Worth, St. Lucie County, and

West Virginia provide additional examples of this pattern.

3. Independencefrom TANF through Employment

PRWORA and the authorizing legislation for the WtW grants program both hold the
objective of moving families off welfare and into employment. Exhibit V.5 presents evidence
from the 24-month follow-up survey on the extent to which WtW enrollees achieved this
objective. This exhibit shows the percentage distribution of enrollees in each study site across
the four possible combinations of employment and receipt of TANF. The darkest section of the
bar for each site shows the proportion of enrollees who were employed and off TANF. Not
surprisingly, this proportion is largest, about two-thirds, for the two JHU sites, which targeted
individuals who were employed when they entered WtW. In the other sites, about one-fourth to
one-third of enrollees were employed and off TANF two years after program entry, except in
West Virginia, where 44 percent had achieved this objective.

Despite the generally modest proportions of enrollees who achieved independence from
TANF through employment, severa sites saw some progress toward that objective during the
second year. In four of the sites, the proportion of enrollees who were employed and off TANF

was 4 to 6 percentage points higher at the end of the second year after program entry than at the

* This is consistent with the evaluation team’s observation site visits to local TANF offices under this and
other studies that many TANF agencies were making efforts to identify individuals on their caseloads who were
close to exhausting their TANF five-year limit and might qualify for SSI or SSDI and to help them with their
applications.
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end of the first year; however, the estimated increase is statistically significant only for the
Chicago and Nashville sites (Exhibit V.6, top pandl).

There was a pronounced increase during the second year following program entry in the
proportion of WtW enrollees who were neither working nor receiving TANF. In seven of the
study sites, this proportion increased by between 4 and 14 percentage points; and in five of these
sites the estimated increase is statistically significant (Exhibit V.6, bottom panel). St. Lucie
County experienced one of the largest increases, at 10 percentage points. This was aso the site
where enrollee receipt of SSI or SSDI increased most dramatically, by 7 percentage points,
during the second year. The Ft. Worth and West Virginia sites also experienced substantial
increases in the proportion of enrollees who were neither working nor receiving TANF,
accompanied by increases in the receipt of SSI or SSDI. Thus, in three of the study sites, it
appears that access to SSI or SSDI benefits facilitated an increase in the proportion of WtW

enrollees who were neither employed nor on TANF.

B. HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND POVERTY

The household income of WtW enrollees was low or moderately low two years after
program entry and was essentialy unchanged from the previous year. Consequently, their
poverty rates exceeded 50 percent in al of the study sites. Nevertheless, enrollees did not
experience high levels of material distress during the second year following program entry—in

several sites, an index of such distress actually fell during the second year.

1. Household Income

The mean monthly household income of WtW enrollees ranged from $1,100 to $1,800 at the
end of the second year following program entry. In Baltimore County, Milwaukee, St. Lucie

County, and Yakima, the mean household income was $1,500 per month or more (Exhibit
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V.7).%® In these sites, the mean values of earnings by all household members, including the
enrollee, were highest. In Baltimore County and St. Lucie County, the enrollees themselves
generated most of the household earnings, as would be expected given the population targeted by
the JHU programs in these sites. In sharp contrast, in the Milwaukee site, other persons
contributed almost twice as much to household earnings as enrollees themselves. In Y akima, the
enrollees and other members of their households contributed equal amounts of earnings.

WItW enrollees in Boston, Nashville, Philadelphia, and West Virginia had the lowest mean
total household incomes—Iess than $1,200 per month. Earnings by the enrollees and others in
their households were both low in these sites. These happen to be sites that followed a pre-
employment model. Enrollees in sites that followed an employment model (Chicago, Ft. Worth,
Phoenix, and Yakima) had higher mean total household incomes, but that was aimost entirely
due to higher earnings by other household members—a difference in outcomes that is almost
certainly due to differences at baseline rather than to differences in the efficacy of the two
program models.

Household income was remarkably stable between the end of the first year following
program entry and the end of the second. There was no site for which this study found
statistically significant evidence of a change in the mean household income (Appendix Exhibit

B.20). The mean household income of enrollees in Milwaukee was about $300 per month higher

% The measure of income reported here is for the month prior to the month in which the 24-month survey
interview was completed. It includes cash income of al types (the enrollee’'s own earnings, earnings of other
household members, cash benefits from government programs, and any other cash income), plus food stamps,
received by all members of the enrollee’s household. See Appendix Exhibit B.16 for additional details on the
calculation of total household income.
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at the end of the second year than at the end of the first, but given the site’s small sample size,

this difference is not large enough to be statistically significant.>

2. Poverty Rates

Most WtW enrollees were living in poverty two years after program entry. At least half of
enrollees in every study site had household incomes that were below the federal poverty
threshold (Exhibit V.8). More than two-thirds of enrollees in Boston, Chicago, Ft. Worth,
Nashville, Philadelphia, Phoenix, West Virginia, and Y akima were in poverty at the two-year
follow-up point. As a point of comparison, Loprest (2001) reports that in 1999, 52 percent of
families nationwide that had left TANF in the previous two years were living in poverty.® In six
of the WtW study sites, most enrollees were living in severe poverty, with household incomes
below 50 percent of the federal poverty threshold. Rates of poverty and severe poverty, like
mean household income, were essentially unchanged from the end of the first year after program
entry to the end of the second (Appendix Exhibit B.20). These findings are based on a measure
of income that does not include food stamps, the earned-income tax credit (EITC), income taxes,
or payroll taxes.®*

Theincidence of poverty was much lower for enrollees who were employed at the end of the

second year following program entry than those who were not.>  Exhibit V.9 shows that the

% The study sample size in Milwaukee was 276, of whom 195 responded to the 12-month follow-up survey
and 190 responded to the 24-month follow-up survey. See Appendix F of this report and Appendix C of Fraker et
al. 2004 for additional details on this study’s survey data collection.

% | oprest (2001) based her analysis on the 1999 wave of the National Survey of America's Families. To be
included in that analysis, families had to have left TANF sometime during the two years prior to the survey
interview and to have not been receiving TANF at the time of the interview. Seventy-nine percent of these families
included at |east one parent who was employed at the time of the interview.

¢ To be consistent with the Census Bureau’s methodology for determining poverty status, we excluded food
stamps from the previousy-described measure of income (see footnote 58) for the purpose of the poverty analysis.
For the same reason, we did not factor payroll taxes, income taxes, or the EITC into the poverty analysis.

%2 Elsewhere in this report, employment is defined as working on a job for pay at the time of the survey
interview. However, to obtain a consistent reference period for earnings and employment in the analysis of poverty
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poverty rate was lower for employed enrollees in every study site by between 16 percentage
points (West Virginia) and 43 percentage points (Baltimore County). However, even employed
enrollees had high poverty rates; between one-half and three-fourths of the enrollees who were
employed two years after entering WtW were living in poverty in al of the study sites except
Baltimore County and Milwaukee, where about four in ten employed enrollees were in poverty.
High poverty rates among employed enrollees reflect a combination of low wages and instability

in employment during the month for which household income was measured.®

3. Material Distress

A high incidence of poverty did not necessarily mean that WtW enrollees experienced
especiadly high levels of material distress. This evaluation measured five types of material
distress that enrollees and their families may have experienced during the second year after
program entry: inability to fully pay the rent or mortgage, eviction, inability to fully pay a utility
bill, termination of a utility, and disconnection of the telephone. Among these, inability to fully
pay the rent or mortgage was most common in Milwaukee, Phoenix, and St. Lucie County,

whereas inability to pay a utility bill in its entirety was most common in the other sites

by employment status, “employment” here is defined as positive enrollee earnings in the month prior to the survey
interview (the month for which income data were reported). This definition ensures that there are no “employed”
enrollees without earnings in the analysis of poverty by employment status. |f such individuals had been included in
the analysis, they would have tended to exaggerate the poverty rate among employed enrollees.

% We simulated household poverty rates for employed enrollees under the assumptions of: (1) no income from
government programs (including the EITC), (2) the enrollee’s actual earnings in the month prior to the month of the
survey interview, and (3) whatever other income their households actually received in that month. The simulated
poverty rates are as follows (in percentages): Baltimore County 51, Boston 60, Chicago 74, Ft. Worth 62,
Milwaukee 41, Nashville 74, Philadelphia 81, Phoenix 63, St. Lucie County 62, West Virginia 81, and Y akima 60.
We then repeated the simulation, but replaced the enrollee’s actual earnings with earnings calculated on the basis of
the usual weekly hours of work on the principal job held at the time of the survey interview, the hourly wage on that
job, and 4.3 weeks of work in the month. Poverty rates under the second simulation are less than or equal to those
under the first simulation; typically, they are about 10 percentage points lower: Baltimore County 34, Boston 41,
Chicago 66, Ft. Worth 56, Milwaukee 41, Nashville 62, Philadelphia 65, Phoenix 48, St. Lucie County 52, West
Virginia 75, and Yakima51. An important factor contributing to the higher simulated poverty rates based on actual
earningsis lack of consistent work by employed WtW enrollees over the month preceding the survey interview. We
conducted these simulations using data for enrollees who (1) had positive earnings in the month prior to the survey
interview and (2) had positive hours of work and a positive wage rate on the principal job held at the time of the
interview.
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(Appendix Exhibit B.18). An index created for this evaluation summarizes the five types of
material distress on a 0-to-1 scale, with higher values indicating greater distress.**® Across the
study sites, the mean value of the index ranged from 0.20 in Baltimore County and West Virginia
to 0.28 in Ft. Worth and Y akima, corresponding to the experience of between one and one-and-a-
half types of distress (Exhibit V.10, upper panel).

Material distress among WtW enrollees fell in some sites between the first and second years
following program entry. The mean value of the index of materia distress was significantly
lower in the second year in five study sites (Exhibit V.10, bottom panel). Thus, even though
mean household incomes and poverty rates were unchanged in al of the study sites, material

distress diminished modestly in some sites with the passage of time following program entry.

C. HARDSHIPSDURING THE SECOND YEAR

Although mean household incomes and poverty rates did not change between the first and
second years following program entry, several specific hardships were less stable. This section
presents evidence that homelessness, which was prevalent in some sites during both years, was
somewhat less common during the second. On the other hand, enrollees lack of health

Insurance was rare during the first year but more common in most sites during the second.

% The value of the index of materia distress was computed by adding up the number of an enrollee’s
affirmative responses to questions regarding the presence of the five types of material distress and dividing by the
number of valid responses. If al five types of distress were experienced, the index took on its maximum value of 1;
if only one type was experienced, it took on a value of 0.2 (assuming valid responses to al five questions); and if no
type of distress was experienced, the index took on its minimum value of 0.

% The design of the index of material distress closely resembles that of the “index of material hardship” used in
several random assignment evaluations of state welfare reform initiatives in the 1990s (Bloom et al. 2002, Fraker et
al. 2002, and Miller et al. 2000). For this study, we omitted two of seven specific types of distress, both reflecting
failure to see a health care professional when needed. We included these instead in this study’s index of health-
related distress (Appendix Exhibit B.22).

95



1. Homelessness

WIW enrollees in three of the study sites—Boston, Milwaukee, and Phoenix—exhibited
high rates of homelessness during the second year following program entry. Exhibit V.11
illustrates that 9 percent of enrollees in Boston lived in emergency or long-term shelters
sometime during the year. A more extreme form of homelessness was common among enrollees
in Milwaukee and Phoenix, where 12 percent and 10 percent, respectively, lived on the streets
sometime during the year.® In sharp contrast, the rates of these two forms of homelessness did
not exceed 2 percent in the predominantly rural sites of St. Lucie County and West Virginia. In
the remaining study sites, rates were 7 percent or lower.

The incidence of homelessness fell during the second year after program entry in severa
study sites, particularly where rates of homelessness were high. The top panel of Exhibit V.13
shows that the percentage of enrollees who lived in a shelter fell significantly during the second
year in Boston, Phoenix, and Yakima. The bottom panel shows that enrollees in Boston and
Chicago were significantly less likely to have lived on the streets during the second year
following program entry than during the first. Among the three sites with the highest rates of
homel essness during the second year, rates had actually fallen in Boston and Phoenix but not in

Milwaukee.

2. Lack of Health Insurance

WtW enrollees had more difficulty maintaining health insurance coverage for themselves
than for their children. Exhibit V.12 shows near-universal coverage (93 percent or more) by
public or private health insurance for the children of WtW enrollees two years after program

entry in all but the Ft. Worth (84 percent) and St. Lucie County (89 percent) sites. The coverage

% These three study sites were the only ones in which the incidence of either form of homelessness among
WtW enrollees exceeded 10 percent during the second year following program entry (Appendix Exhibit B.18).
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rates for children were essentially unchanged from the previous year, as illustrated in the top
panel of Exhibit V.14. For the enrollees themselves, the median coverage rate across the study
sites was just 75 percent. The enrollee coverage rate was lowest in Milwaukee, where very low
rates of TANF receipt (4 percent, as shown in Exhibit VV.2) by the noncustodial parent enrollees
reduced the likelihood they would be covered by Medicaid (Exhibit V.12). In six sites, the
percentage of enrollees covered by health insurance fell during the second year following
program entry by between 4 points (Philadel phia) and 12 points (West Virginia), as shown in the
bottom panel of Exhibit V.14.

Loss of Medicaid coverage following exit from TANF appears to have been a factor behind
the reductions in health insurance coverage for WtW enrollees. In five of the six sites where
enrollee health insurance coverage rates fell the second year after program entry, rates of receipt
of TANF aso fell. A comparison of the bottom panel of Exhibit V.14 with Appendix Exhibit
B.12 revedls that rates of health insurance coverage and TANF receipt both fell significantly in
Boston, Chicago, Ft. Worth, Philadelphia, and West Virginia. St. Lucie County was the only site
where the health insurance coverage rate for WtW enrollees fell but there was no significant
reduction in the rate of TANF receipt. Thus, it appears that exit from TANF exposed enrollees
in about half of the study sites to a greater risk that they, but not their children, would be without

health insurance coverage.®’

%" As noted in Section C.3 of Chapter 1V, coverage by employer-provided health insurance increased among
employed enrollees between the end of the first year following program entry and the end of the second year in
Chicago, Philadelphia, and Nashville. Rates of TANF receipt, and presumably rates of own Medicaid coverage, fell
among all enrollees in these same sites over that period. These two trends had opposing implications for enrollee
health insurance coverage. The net effect was a reduction in health insurance coverage among enrollees in Chicago
and Philadel phia and essentially no change in coverage among enrolleesin Nashville.
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EXHIBIT V.1

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEESWHO RECEIVED ASSISTANCE THROUGH
SUPPORT NETWORKSDURING THE SECOND YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Batimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA)

Chicago (IL)

Ft. Worth (TX) 76%
Milwaukee (WI) 74%
Nashville (TN)
Philadelphia=TWC (PA)
Phoenix (AZ)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) 2%

W. Virginia HRDF (WV)

Yakima (WA)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
Reference: Exhibit B.9 \ B Family and friends B Community organizations \

100%

EXHIBIT V.2

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEESWHO WERE RECEIVING TANF OR
ANY GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE TWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD) &8
Boston (MA) B

Chicago (IL) =

Ft. Worth (TX)

Milwaukee (WI)

Nashville (TN) &8
PhiladelphiaTWC (PA) &8
Phoenix (AZ) &8

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) [
W. VirginiaeHRDF (WV) &8

Yakima (WA) [

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
Reference: Exhibit B.11 \ B Any government assistance B TANF \

100%
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EXHIBIT V.3

TANF AND FOOD STAMP PARTICIPATION RATES
BEFORE AND AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY: EARLY WtW ENROLLEES

Baltimore Co., MD (JHU)
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Exhibit V.3 (continued)
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EXHIBIT V.4

CHANGESIN THE RECEIPT OF SSI/SSDI AND ANY GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE
BETWEEN THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Changein the Receipt of Any Gover nment
Assistance from End of Year 1to End of Year 2

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA) |
Chicago (IL) |
Ft. Worth (TX) |
Milwaukee (W1) |
Nashville (TN) |
Philadel phia TWC (PA) |
Phoenix (AZ) |
St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) |
W. Virginia-HRDF (WV) |
Yakima (WA) |

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10
Percentage Points

Changein the Receipt of SSI or SSDI
from End of Year 1to End of Year

15

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA) |
Chicago (IL) |
Ft. Worth (TX) |
Milwaukee (W) |
Nashville (TN) |
Philadel phia TWC (PA) |
Phoenix (AZ) |
St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) |
W. Virginia-HRDF (WV) |
Y akima (WA) |

-20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10
Percentage Points

*[xx [xx* Change from end of Year 1toend of Year 2 is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01 level.
Reference: Exhibit B.13
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EXHIBIT V.5

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WtW ENROLLEESBY RECEIPT
OF TANF AND EMPLOYMENT 2 YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

1 3%

Boston (MA)

Chicago (IL)

Ft. Worth (TX)

Milwaukee (WI)

Nashville (TN)
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Phoenix (AZ) 27%

. 4%

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) 27%

W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) 30%

Y akima (WA) 28%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

B Not emp., on TANF ONot emp.; off TANF B Emp.; on TANF B Emp.; off TANF

Reference: Exhibit B.14
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EXHIBIT V.6

CHANGESIN EMPLOYMENT AND THE RECEIPT OF TANF
BETWEEN THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Changefrom End of Year 1to End of Year 2 in Proportion
of EnrolleesWho Were Employed and Not Receiving TANF

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA) |
Chicago (IL) |
Ft. Worth (TX) |

W B***

Milwaukee (WI)
Nashville (TN) |
PhiladelphiaTWC (PA) |
Phoenix (AZ) |
St Lucie Co-JHU (FL) |
W. Virginia-HRDF (WV) |
Yakima (WA) |

-10 -5 0 5 10 15
Percentage Points

Changefrom End of Year 1to End of Year 2in Proportion
of EnrolleesWho Were Neither Employed Nor Receiving TANF

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD) e 1
Boston (MA) |

Chicago (IL) |

Ft. Worth (TX) |
Milwaukee (WI) |
Nashville (TN) |
Philadelphia TWC (PA) |
Phoenix (AZ) |

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) |
W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) |
Y akima (WA) |

-10 -5 0 5 10 15
Percentage Points

*[xx [xx* Change from end of Year 1toend of Year 2 is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01 level.
Reference: Exhibit B.15
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EXHIBIT V.7

MEAN MONTHLY HOUSEHOLD INCOME OF WtW ENROLLEES,
BY SOURCE, TWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)

Boston (MA) $1,191

Chicago (IL)

$1,226

Ft. Worth (TX) $429 $1,345

Milwaukee (W) $954

Nashville (TN) $1,103

Philadel phia- TWC (PA)

$1,152

Phoenix (AZ)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) $371 $1,516

W. VirginiaaHRDF (WV) $1,115

Y akima (WA) $466
!

$0 $250 $500 $750 $1,000 $1,250 $1,500 $1,750 $2,000

1,500

B Own earnings [ Earnings of others B Gov't. assistance B Other income

The measures of government assistance and total income include food stamps. Reference: Exhibit B.16
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EXHIBIT V.8

INCIDENCE OF HOUSEHOLD POVERTY AND SEVERE POVERTY
AMONG WtW ENROLLEESTWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA)

Chicago (IL)

Ft. Worth (TX)
Milwaukee (WI)
Nashville (TN)
Philadelphia TWC (PA)
Phoenix (AZ)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)
W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) B
Y akima (WA)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

H Poverty B Severe poverty

Poverty: monthly income less than 100% of federal poverty threshold. Severe poverty: monthly income less than 50% of federal poverty
threshold. The measure of income does not include food stamps. Reference: Exhibit B.17

EXHIBIT V.9

INCIDENCE OF HOUSEHOLD POVERTY AMONG WtW ENROLLEES,
BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS, TWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA)

Chicago (IL)

Ft. Worth (TX)
Milwaukee (WI)
Nashville (TN) [

Philadel phia TWC (PA)
Phoenix (AZ)

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL)
W. VirginiaHRDF (WV)
Y akima (WA)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

‘ B Employed 2 years after entry B Not employed 2 years after entry

*[xx [x** Diference in household poverty rate between employed and not employed enrollees is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01
level. The measure of income does not include food stamps. Reference: Exhibit B.19
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EXHIBIT V.10

INDEX OF MATERIAL DISTRESS EXPERIENCED DURING
THE YEAR BY WtW ENROLLEESAND THEIR HOUSEHOLDS

Mean Value of Index During
Second Year After Entry

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD) 58
Boston (MA) B

Chicago (IL)

Ft. Worth (TX)
Milwaukee (WI) B
Nashville (TN) BB
Philadelphia TWC (PA) BB
Phoenix (AZ) B

St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) B
W. VirginiaeHRDF (WV) @&
Yakima(WA)

e 0.28

R 0.28

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
Value of Index (Max = 1.00)

Changein Mean Value of | ndex
from First to Second Year After Entry

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD) -0.05 BESERRRRRES

Boston (MA)
Chicago (IL) |
Ft. Worth (TX) | -0.04*
Milwatkee (W) |
Nashville (TN) |
Philadelphia TWC (PA) |
Phoenix (AZ) | -0.06*** [,
St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) |
W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) | 0.03 B
Yakima (WA) | -0.03 BB

-0.30 -0.25 -0.20 -0.15 -0.10 -0.05 0.00
Change in Value of Index

Components of the index: (1) could not pay full rent or mortgage, (2) evicted from home or apartment, (3) could not pay full utility bill,
(4) one or more utilities turned off, (5) telephone disconnected.
*[**[*** Change from Year 1to Year 2 is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01 level. Reference: Exhibits B.18 and B.20
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EXHIBIT V.11

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEESWHO EXPERIENCED EITHER OF TWO FORMS
OF HOMELESSNESS DURING THE SECOND YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

20%

15%

i 12%

10% -

5% -

0% -+
MD MA IL TX Wi TN PA AZ FL WV WA

B Lived on the streets B Lived in shelter

Reference: Exhibit B.18

EXHIBIT V.12

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEESAND THEIR CHILDREN WHO WERE
COVERED BY HEALTH INSURANCE TWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
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B Enrollee covered H All children covered

Reference: Exhibit B.21
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EXHIBIT V.13

CHANGESIN HOMELESSNESS AMONG WtW ENROLLEES
BETWEEN THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Changein Percentage of Enrollees
Who Lived in Shelter Sometime During Y ear

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA) |
Chicago (IL) |
Ft. Worth (TX) |
Milwaukee (W1) |
Nashville (TN) |
Philadel phia TWC (PA) |
Phoenix (AZ) | -7++ (BB
St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) |
W. Virginia-HRDF (WV) |
Y akima (WA) |

-8 -6 -4 -2 0 2
Percentage Points

Changein Percentage of Enrollees
Who Lived on the Streets Sometime During Y ear

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA) |
Chicago (IL) |
Ft. Worth (TX) |
Milwaukee (W1) |
Nashville (TN) |
Philadelphia TWC (PA) |
Phoenix (AZ) |
St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) |
W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) |
Y akima (WA) |

Percentage Points

*[x*[xx* Change from Year 1to Year 2 is statisticaly significant at the .10/.05/.01 level.
Reference: Exhibit B.22
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EXHIBIT V.14

CHANGESIN HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE
AMONG WtW ENROLLEESAND THEIR CHILDREN
BETWEEN THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Changein Percentage of Enrolleeswith Insurance Coverage
for All Children from End of Year 1to End of Year 2

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA) | 3
Chicago (IL) |
Ft. Worth (TX) |
Milwawkee (WI) |
Nashville (TN) |
Philadel phia TWC (PA) |
Phoenix (AZ) |
St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) |
W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) |
Yakima (WA) |

-12 -10 -8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6
Percentage Points

Changein Percentage of Enrolleeswith Insurance Coverage
from End of Year 1to End of Year 2

Baltimore Co.-JHU (MD)
Boston (MA) |
Chicago (IL) |
Ft. Worth (TX) |
Milwaukee (W) |
Nashville (TN) |
Philadelphia TWC (PA) |
Phoenix (AZ) |
St. Lucie Co.-JHU (FL) |
W. VirginiaHRDF (WV) | B
Yakima (WA) |

-12 -10 -8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6
Percentage Points

*[xx[xx* Change from Year 1to Year 2 is statisticaly significant at the .10/.05/.01 level.
Reference: Exhibit B.22
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VI. CONCLUSIONSAND LESSONSLEARNED

Enrollees in local programs funded by WtW grants recelved diverse services and
experienced substantial economic progress. Despite that progress, the levels of employment and
self-sufficiency two years after program entry were below what policymakers and taxpayers may
have anticipated. These broad conclusions are supported by the statistical findings presented in
this report, which are based primarily on survey data provided by WtW enrollees in 11 study
sites and secondarily on state administrative data for the TANF, Food Stamp, and
Unemployment Insurance programs. This chapter summarizes key specific conclusions
regarding the implementation of WtW grant-funded programs, the services received by WtW

enrollees, and their labor market outcomes and well-being two years after program entry.

A. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

The WtW grants program provided local grantees with funding, considerable latitude to
design service packages, and some flexibility regarding target populations. The evaluation’s
implementation study, along with a baseline survey of WtW enrollees at the time of program
entry, provides the basis for three specific conclusions regarding program implementation.

DOL awarded WtW grants totaling about $2.8 billion in fiscal years 1998 and 1999, but
low enrollments in grant-funded programs delayed the use of those funds to provide services.
Recipient organizations originally had three years to use WtW grant funds. However, many
programs funded by the grants experienced difficulty enrolling their target numbers of
participants. In response, Congress amended the WtW legidlation in 1999 to broaden the criteria
under which individuals could qualify to receive services funded by the grants. It also extended
to five years the period over which grant funds could be used to provide services. Congress

rescinded any state formula grant funds that were unexpended as of January 23, 2004.
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Grantee plans for WIW programs in the study sites followed four service models.
Programs in 4 of the 11 study sites followed a pre-employment model, which emphasized
preparation for employment prior to placement in ajob. Activities included group counseling,
remedial education, and transitional employment. In another four sites, programs followed an
employment model, with the objective of quickly moving participants into jobs. Less common
was a post-employment model, which was adopted by the two sites that were operating the JHU
Career Transcript System. Designed for employed persons, this program emphasized job
retention and career advancement. The rehabilitative model was adopted in just one of the study
sites. It was designed to facilitate the transition of noncustodial fathers on probation or parole
back into society, prepare them for employment, and place them into jobs.

The individuals who enrolled in WtW programs faced serious employment challenges, but
no more so than the general TANF population. WtW enrollees were overwhelmingly female,
unlikely to be married, and were typically members of racial or ethnic minority groups. About
one-third had failed to complete high school or obtain a GED, and one-third were caring for a
child under the age of 3. Their recent employment histories were spotty and similar to those of
adult TANF recipients. In sites other than those that had adopted a post-employment model, just

one-third to one-half of enrollees were employed in the second quarter prior to program entry.

B. SERVICESRECEIVED

Given the diversity of program models, it is not surprising that the services enrollees received
varied greatly among the study sites. The following conclusions are based on enrollee reports,
rather than on the designs of the programs in which they were enrolled.

WtW enrollees were much more likely to receive employment preparation services than
skill enhancement services. Consistent with the legidation that authorized the WtW grants

program, more than two-thirds of enrollees in each of the study sites received services that were
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designed to prepare them for and move them into employment. However, there was considerable
variability across the sites in the types and duration of these services. Only in the three sites that
adopted either a post-employment model (Baltimore County and St. Lucie County) or
rehabilitative model (Milwaukee), did more than one-third of enrollees receive services that were
designed to enhance their skills so that they could qualify for better jobs.

The employment preparation services that enrollees received were more consistent with
rapid job entry in some sites than in others. WtW enrollees in the Phoenix and Y akima sites,
which followed an employment model, received employment preparation services that were
highly consistent with a rapid transition to employment—primarily brief job readiness training
followed by job search assistance. In contrast, enrollees in sites that followed a pre-employment
model (Boston, Nashville, Philadelphia, and West Virginia) typicaly received extended job
readiness training—or, in Nashville, education and training—followed by job search assistance.
The average amount of time before enrollees became employed was generally lower for the

former group of sitesthan the latter.

C. LABOR MARKET OUTCOMESTWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Most WtW enrollees found jobs during the first year following program entry. However,
they were less likely to be employed during the second year, and the jobs they held at the end of
that year tended to pay low wages and offer few fringe benefits.

Most individuals who enrolled in WIW subsequently obtained jobs, but their employment
tended to be unstable. Only 5 to 25 percent of WtW enrollees in the non-JHU study sites were
employed when they entered WtW. In contrast, much larger proportions—between 60 and 80
percent—were employed sometime during the year following program entry. Most WtW
enrollees experienced some degree of success in the labor market, but had trouble sustaining it.

Their rates of employment sometime during the second post-entry year were lower than during
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the first by about 10 percentage points. Furthermore, only about 40 percent of enrollees were
working for pay at the end of the second year, an employment rate similar to that of adults
nationwide who have left TANF.

Employment outcomes varied by program model, but the differences are not indicative of
the relative efficacy of the models. Employment rates two years after program entry were
highest in the two JHU sites, which followed a post-employment model, and lowest in the
Milwaukee site, which followed a rehabilitative model. These outcomes are reflective of the
distinctive populations that were served by these programs; the JHU program targeted persons
who were aready employed and the Milwaukee program targeted ex-offenders. Among the
eight other study sites, enrollee employment rates two years after program entry were a few
percentage points higher, on average, in those that followed a pre-employment model rather than
an employment model. However, this difference does not imply that a pre-employment model is
more effective because a similar employment gap existed among enrollees at program entry.

Enrollees who were employed worked a lot of hours but received low wages and few fringe
benefits. Across the study sites, enrollees who were employed two years after entering WtW
were working an average of 32 to 38 hours per week on their principal job in a typical week.
However, they were not necessarily employed consistently week after week over the course of a
month. Their hourly wage rate tended to be low, averaging about $10 in three study sites, about
$8 in seven sites, and less than $7 in one site. Only about one in every five enrollees who was
employed at the end of the second year received health insurance benefits on the principal job,
except in Baltimore County, where nearly half had such coverage. Other fringe benefits, such as
apension plan and paid vacation or sick leave, were somewhat more common.

The compensation of employed enrollees edged up over time. In six of the sites, the mean

wage on the principal job held by an employed WtW enrollee was higher and/or fringe benefits
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were more common at the end of the second year after program entry than at the end of the first
year. In no site was there deterioration between the two years in any of these elements of labor

compensation.

D. WELL-BEING TWO YEARSAFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Instability in employment meant that many WtW enrollees who had been employed
sometime during the second year following program entry were no longer working at the end of
the year. As noted, only about 40 percent of enrollees in the non-JHU sites were employed at
that time. The resulting diminished earnings among enrollees as a group forced many to rely on
assistance from outside the household and caused end-of-the-year poverty rates to be higher than
they would have been had employment been sustai ned.

Enrollees typically availed themselves of diverse sources of financial and nonfinancial
support two years after entering the WtW program. In most of the study sites, TANF
participation rates fell dramatically during the two years following enrollment in WtW.
However, in nine of the sites, at least seven in ten enrollees continued to receive assistance from
other government programs, especially food stamps, as did half of the enrollees in the remaining
two sites. During the second year, about two-thirds also received assistance from extended
family members or friends, whereas far fewer received help from community organizations.

Few WitW enrollees were self-sufficient one year after program entry. In the Baltimore
County and St. Lucie County sites for the JHU program, about two-thirds of enrollees were self-
sufficient (employed and not on TANF) two years after they entered WtW. In the other study
sites, only about one-fourth to one-third of enrollees were self-sufficient, except in West
Virginia, where 44 percent were. However, rates of self-sufficiency edged up by between 4 and
6 percentage points in four of the study sites between the first and second years following

program entry.
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Poverty was pervasive among WtW enrollees two years after entering the program, but its
incidence was lower among those who were employed. Mean household incomes were stable
from the end of the first year following program entry to the end of the second, as were poverty
rates, which exceeded 60 percent in every site except Baltimore County. In contrast, Loprest
(2001) reports a poverty rate of 52 percent among families nationwide that had recently left
TANF. Obtaining and maintaining employment was often an important step out of poverty for
WItW enrollees. The rate of poverty among enrollees who were employed at the end of the
second year was 16 to 43 percentage points lower than that of enrollees who were not employed.
But even for this group, the incidence of poverty was high in an absolute sense—in excess of 50

percent in 9 of the 11 study sites.

E. LESSONSFOR PROGRAM DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

The philosophy underlying the WtW grants program was that work is the best preparation
for work. The result was a program that encouraged grantees to find creative ways to move
enrollees into the labor force quickly, while providing some substantial support if it appears
needed for that transition—more than would be typica in a simple job search/placement
program. The findings from this evaluation’s nonexperimental outcome analysis do not allow us
to draw a firm conclusion regarding whether WtW enrollees made better employment progress
than they would have without the program. Although most enrollees worked at some time
during the evaluation’s two-year follow-up period, employment problems were still widespread
at the end of that period, and the jobs they held often left them in poverty.

Whether a more comprehensive approach, with greater attention to skills development
before employment placement, would work better remains an open issue. Congress, responding
to views on this issue expressed by grantees, amended the program in 1999 to allow local WtW

programs to make some use of job training before job placement. Notwithstanding this design
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change, the outcomes observed in the 11 study sites suggest that there remains room for
considerable improvement in our ability to move welfare recipients into sustainable employment
that boosts them out of poverty. Further experimentation and research could address the
contributions to that goal that could be made by greater use of job training, as well as the effects
of other factors such as health care, child care, other support services, and help with family
rel ationships.

The findings from this evaluation’s implementation study do provide a basis for the
following six lessons regarding the design and implementation of employment programs for
TANF recipients and individuals with significant labor market liabilities:

Effective inter-agency partnerships are important. The legidation that authorized the
WItW grants, the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (BBA), required local programs funded by the
grants to be implemented within a framework of partnership with local TANF agencies.
However, effective partnerships were often slow to develop. In combination with falling welfare
casel oads, this often resulted in low numbers of referrals of welfare recipients by TANF agencies
to WtW programs, thereby exacerbating the difficulties that many local WtW programs
experienced in achieving their enrollment targets. In sites where effective partnerships
ultimately did develop, they resulted in improved access for welfare recipients to the workforce
development system.

Increased Service Capacity is an Important Legacy. WtW grants afforded many nonprofit
community-based organizations their initial opportunity to serve TANF recipients and/or
noncustodial parents. Thus, the program increased the pool of qualified organizations with which
TANF agencies can contract for employment servicesin the post-WtW era.

Program Flexibility Encourages Innovative Programming. Flexible rules alowed WtW

grantees and their service providers to develop creative program service approaches and
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administrative practices. These included partnerships with employers, transitional and supported
employment, and post-employment case management and job retention services. Some grantees
pressed for additional flexibility to provide a broader range of pre-employment services, and
Congress responded in 1999 with amendments to the program that permitted up to six months of
pre-employment skill-enhancement training.

Stringent eligibility criteria and fiscal requirements may result in low enrollments. The
BBA required WtW grantees to spend at least 70 percent of their grant funds on services for
enrollees who met very detailed and restrictive eligibility requirements. Up to 30 percent of
grant funds could be used to provide services to enrollees who met less stringent eligibility
requirements. The former requirement contributed to the widespread problems that grantees
experienced in achieving enrollment targets during the early years of the WtW program.

A mid-course correction to a temporary program may be ineffective. The 1999
amendments to the BBA loosened the criteria that defined the enrollees on whom at least 70
percent of grant funds had to be spent. They also expanded the list of alowable pre-employment
program activities to include up to six months of vocational education or job training. However,
the potential for these changes to have effects were limited because the final program rules
reflecting the amendments were published late in the life of the time-limited (five years) grants
program and, in that context, grantees were reluctant to revise existing procedures and referral
agreements with local TANF agencies.

Temporary funding may accentuate program design and implementation problems. The
BBA required that grant funds be spent within three years of their receipt. The 1999
amendments extended that period by two years. Despite the extension, some local WtW
administrators continued to believe that temporary funding compounded problems associated

with the design and implementation of their programs. These included the reluctance of TANF
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and other agencies to refer clients to WtW rather than to service providers with whom they had
long-term relationships. The administrators also viewed short-term funding as an impediment to

identifying and correcting program design problems.
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In enacting PRWORA and the BBA,"? Congress made special provisions to help American
Indian tribes move their members from welfare to work. This legislation authorized five new
programs. Tribal TANF, Indian and Native American Welfare-to-Work, Native Employment
Works, Tribal Child Care, and Tribal Child Support Enforcement. These programs gave tribal
governments new latitude to combine funds from different sources to promote employment and
to design certain aspects of the programs to meet their unique needs and circumstances. In
addition to the core evaluation of the WtW Grants Program, the BBA called for a study of WtW
initiatives undertaken by tribes and tribal organizations. This tribal study comprised the

following features:

» A Focus on the Implementation Experience. Given the diversity of circumstances
and cultures across the 561 federally recognized tribes, rigorous statistical evaluations
of program impacts were infeasible. Instead, the study emphasized developing a clear
understanding of program designs, implementation experiences, promising
approaches, and lessons learned. The tribal study employed intensive site visits and
telephone interviews in three waves of data collection conducted from 1999 to 2003.
Each wave included at least 10 sites; the first focused on tribal WtW grantees, the
second on tribal TANF grantees, and the third on Indian tribes and Alaska Native
Regional corporations. While efforts were made to obtain diversity in such factors as
geographic location, population size, and level of unemployment in each of the three
study samples, the study results should not be considered representative of every tribe
and Alaska Native village.

e Input from a Tribal Working Group. An advisory group with expertise in
employment and training programs and welfare reform in Indian country helped to
identify potential methodological problems and develop solutions, select sites for the
implementation study, and guide the dissemination of results.

* Two-Way Involvement of Tribal Leaders at Study Sites. The study team sought and
obtained the approval of relevant tribal authorities for all site visits. Site-specific
findings were circulated in draft to the participating tribes, tribal consortia, and
Alaska Native Regiona corporations for comment before they were included in the
study reports.

! Public Law 104-193, section 103, August 22, 1996.
2 Public Law 105-33, section 5001, August 5, 1997.

A-3



» Focused Topical Papers. The tribal study had three components, with separate
reports produced for each. The first was an evaluation of tribal WtW grants programs
for which two reports were prepared. The first report, written for tribal leaders and
managers, described preliminary findings of tribal experiences in designing and
implementing WtW programs (Hillabrant and Rhoades 2000). The second report on
the first component was written for a wide audience and assessed the implementation
and operation of tribal WtW programs, describing social, cultural, economic,
programmatic, and other factors affecting their operation (Hillabrant, Pindus,
Rhoades, and Trutko 2001). The second component of the tribal study examined
tribal TANF programs (Hillabrant, Rhoades, and Pindus 2003). The third component
focused on innovative economic development efforts in Indian country and their role
in moving tribal members from welfare to work (Hillabrant, Earp, Pindus, and
Rhoades 2004). The salient aspects and findings of these components are
summarized below.

A. EVALUATION OF TRIBAL WTW GRANTS PROGRAMS (Hillabrant and Rhoades
2000; Hillabrant, Rhoades, Pindus, and Trutko 2001)

This component of the tribal study addressed the socio-economic context of welfare reform
in Indian country, the scope and services provided, the lessons learned, and promising
approaches developed by tribal WtW programs. The evaluation revealed that welfare reform has
had both positive and negative consegquences in Indian country. On the positive side, welfare reform
Is consistent with the traditional values tribes place on sdlf-reliance and contribution to the well-
being of family and community. Yet, participants in the evauation expressed concern that welfare
reform might push tribal members into more dire straits because too few jobs are available or are
being generated to provide employment in much of Indian country. Because many tribes have
high unemployment—Dbut typically just below the 50 percent unemployment threshold that
relieves the 60-month TANF lifetime limit—large numbers of Indians and Alaska Natives may be
left without support, no matter how hard they try to find work. Some participants said that denial
of TANF under such circumstances would conflict with treaty-based federal trust responsibilities
to Indian tribes.

Tribal WtW grantees offered many of the same services as the WtW formula and

competitive grantees. All of the tribal granteesin the study provided some pre-employment job

A-4



readiness preparation—usualy workshops or individualized counseling—to help participants
overcome and address serious barriers to employment. The tribal grantees commonly made
available, either directly or through referral, a variety of supportive services such as
transportation assistance, child care, substance abuse treatment and counseling, uniforms or other
clothing, work tools, and equipment.

In several respects, however, tribal WtW grantees operated differently from the formula and
competitive grantees. If the tribe did not operate the TANF program, then its WtW program had
to devel op agreements with state agencies to promote referrals from TANF offices. Typicaly, a
memorandum of understanding was developed between the tribal WtW program and local TANF
agency. In some cases, agreements with multiple counties (and even multiple states) were
needed. Despite successful negotiation of such agreements, some state TANF agencies were
unable to refer tribal members to appropriate tribal programs because they were unable to
identify tribal members. While states and counties may record the race/ethnicity of TANF
recipients, they seldom record the particular tribe to which recipients who are American Indians
belong. Asaresult, some tribal WtW programs had difficulty recruiting participants.

Lessons learned from the evaluation of tribal WtW grants programs include the need to:

» Enhance coordination with other tribal programs. The modest scale of WtW

funding and its limited duration make linkages with other programs and agencies,

especialy TANF, critical for recruiting WtW participants, referring them to needed
services, and addressing their longer-term education and employment needs.

» Collaborate with state agencies and programs, especially TANF and Child Support
Enforcement. Tribes can benefit from agreements with state TANF and child
support agencies to promote referrals from TANF offices to tribal WtW programs,
and find noncustodial parents residing off-reservation so that support can be collected
according to tribal court decisions.

» Expand child care and transportation resources. Tribal programs have used
approaches such as training TANF recipients to become licensed child care providers,
providing van services, leasing or otherwise providing refurbished automobiles, and
reimbursing transportation costs.
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» Utilize the Indian Employment, Training, and Related Services Demonstration Act
(the “477 program”) to streamline and coordinate employment and training
activities.® Service integration can be enhanced if the tribe participates in the 477
program, which allows unified management of funds from various federal sources for
training, education, support services, job development and placement, and other
services. Tribal agencies then no longer have to refer clients between programsif one
has exhausted its funds; this is especially valuable to small tribes whose limited WtW
funds often support no more than a part-time staff position.

» Use WIW funds to promote economic development. Tribal WtW programs can do
little to directly stimulate economic development. But, in addition to providing high-
quality services to enrollees, the programs can support economic development by (1)
documenting the number and skills of WtW enrollees for employers who may be
considering moving into the area and (2) having a plan for upgrading skills in
response to the needs of prospective employers.

B. EVALUATION OF TRIBAL TANF PROGRAMS (Hillabrant, Rhoades, and Pindus
2003)

This component of the tribal study addressed the benefits of tribes operating their own
TANF programs, the challenges and problems encountered, and the lessons learned. The
ultimate impact of tribal TANF programs remains a question, however, because this study was
not designed to measure impacts on employment outcomes. Furthermore, the persistent lack of
employment opportunity in Indian country is an ongoing challenge to tribal TANF programs no
matter how well they are run.

Assuming responsibility for TANF presents tribes with important opportunities that affect
many members. In addition to increasing participants employability and opportunities, it can
bring an infusion of federal and state dollars under tribal control, enhance program coordination,
and improve the tribe’s reputation and image. However, operating TANF also poses risks and
costs for tribes and tribal consortia. A tribal TANF program contends for resources with other
tribal programs. Funding levels are based on 1994 Aid to Families with Dependent Children

(AFDC) caseloads, and tribes (as with state TANF agencies) report that they cannot guarantee

% Public Law 102-477, 1992.
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their ability to serve al eligible participants if unexpected events or circumstances arise, such as
a natural disaster. Failure to operate the program successfully might harm the most vulnerable
tribal members, set back other tribal self-determination initiatives, raise difficult personnel
issues, and create or exacerbate problems with the state.

Despite these possible drawbacks, the overall experiences of tribes/Native corporations with
operating their own TANF programs have been positive. In fact, cooperation on welfare reform
may represent one of the best examples of tribal-state collaboration, and can serve as amodel for
other areas. For example, state governments have worked with tribes in the study sites to plan
and carry out the transfer of responsibility for operating TANF from the state to the tribe or tribal
consortium. The states have provided training and technical assistance to tribal staff and shared
their approaches to TANF data collection, management, and reporting. Most of the states
examined in the evaluation provided the tribal TANF programs with some or al of the matching
funds they would be required to provide in a state-run program.

Several lessons were learned from the evaluation of tribal TANF programs. Reports of the
number of tribal members on AFDC in 1994 are critica to the financial soundness of tribal
TANF programs, but some of these reports were based on estimates that were subject to error.
Refinement of some TANF program policies and procedures might help tribal programs.* In
addition, cooperation with the state can smooth the transition to a successful tribal TANF
program. State policies and services are critical to the success of tribal TANF programs: states
can deliver training, provide TANF services for a transition period, share state information
systems and equipment, and ensure that tribal TANF participants have access to other state

services.

* For example, facilitating the use of state TANF reporting systems by tribal grantees could make the required
quarterly reports easier to compile. In addition, waivers or other procedural changes could facilitate participation by
tribal TANF recipientsin state-run Food Stamp, Medicaid, and SCHIP programs.
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C. ANALYSIS OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN INDIAN COUNTRY (Hillabrant,
Earp, Rhoades, and Pindus, 2004)

American Indian tribes and Alaska Native villages have embraced the goals, objectives, and
programs associated with welfare reform, but the lack of jobs threatens the success of tribal
programs such as TANF and WtW. Recognizing the scope and importance of this problem, the
federal government has promoted business and economic development (BD/ED) in Indian
country. This last component of the tribal study examined: (1) examples of BD/ED activities
and the federal initiatives utilized by a convenience sample of eight tribes and two Alaska Native
Regional corporations, (2) the legal, historical, and cultural context of tribal BD/ED, and (3) the
challenges tribes/Native corporations face in pursuing BD/ED, as well as the promising
approaches they are developing to minimize or overcome them.

Every tribe/Native corporation in the study benefited from one or more federal programs
promoting BD/ED; however, no single program/initiative was especialy beneficial to al tribes
in the study. The most helpful were gaming, USDA rura development programs in combination
with the Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities (EZ/EC) program, and the Small
Business Administration 8(@) and HUBZone programs. Some tribes identified the Indian
Gaming Regulatory Act’ as the federal initiative with the greatest impact on their BD/ED. In
2001, 201 of the 561 federally recognized tribes had gaming operations, with total revenues of
$12.7 billion. While gaming has transformed some tribal economies and provided a stimulus to
others, most tribes do not participate in gaming operations and some that do participate have
been unsuccessful or have produced only modest profits.

The tribes/Native corporations in the study have developed a wide range of BD/ED activities

that build on their natural resources and other favorable conditions—for example, location near

® Public Law 100-497, 1988.
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such tourism and recreation attractions as national parks and monuments. These tribes have
developed businesses in the service sector (gaming, tourism, banking), manufacturing, farming,
natural resource management and development (mining, forest products), and more. Two tribes
in the study have experienced significant success, transforming their economies, creating jobs,
and dramatically reducing unemployment and poverty on their reservations. Another gradually
developed a diverse and strong economy and has achieved one of the lowest unemployment rates
(10 percent) in Indian country. Other tribes, often using innovative and aggressive BD/ED
planning and operations, have developed new businesses and industries and created jobs.

Y et despite some notable successes in the area of economic development, the number of
jobs created and the wealth produced in Indian country continue to be outpaced by the large
numbers of tribal members who lack employment and live in poverty. Many Indian tribes and
Alaska Native villages experience levels of unemployment exceeding 45 percent, and levels of
poverty exceeding 36 percent. Study participants in seven of the eight tribes and one of the
Alaska Native corporations in the sample reported unemployment rates exceeding 45 percent—
with the highest at 80 percent.

The study participants identified four critical challenges to their BD/ED efforts. (1) legal
and administrative barriers such as zoning regulations, tax policies, and/or incomplete
commercia codes, (2) pressure from elected officials or tribal stockholders on business activities
that is inconsistent with long-term planning and investment, (3) lack of investment capital (debt
and equity financing), and (4) poor coordination of business-related activities within the tribe and

with neighboring cities and counties.
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APPENDIX D

SUPPORTING EXHIBITSFOR CHAPTERSII, IV, AND V:
ENROLLEE OUTCOMES, BASED ON ADMINISTRATIVE DATA
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EXHIBIT D.1.a

EMPLOYMENT RATE AND MEAN EARNINGS
BY QUARTER SINCE PROGRAM ENTRY: ALL WELFARE-TO-WORK ENROLLEES

Quarter Since Program Entry Sample
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Size

Baltimore Co.
Employment Rate 51% 52% 52% 64% 71% 71% 71% 70% 64% 65% 66% 242
Earnings $1,468 $1,456 $1,487 $1,702 $2,193 $2,410 $2,439 $2,638 $2,389 $2,474 $2,485
Boston
Employment Rate NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 807
Earnings NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Chicago
Employment Rate 36% 6% 3% 31% 38% 52% 49% 48% 45% NA NA 3,249
Earnings $653 $611 $542 $408 $395 $956 $1,064 $1,119 $1,130 NA NA
Ft. Worth
Employment Rate 54% 51% 49% 46% 55% 59% 56% 55%  54% NA NA 3,201
Earnings $1,107 $1,034 $879 $663 $849 $1,329 $1,372 $1,421 $1,449 NA NA
Milwaukee
Employment Rate 37% 40% 44% 45% 49% 50% 45% 43% @ 43% NA NA 276
Earnings $765 $806 $800 $717 $830 $967 $977 $1,040 $1,033 NA NA
Nashville
Employment Rate NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 811
Earnings NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Philadelphia
Employment Rate 3B% 3H% 6% 3H4A% 7% T71% 56% 46% 45% 42% 3% 2,543
Earnings $429 $423 $415 $295 $532 $890 $829 $829 $841 $828 $778
Phoenix
Employment Rate 50% 50% 49% 45% 50% 60% 57% 50% 46% @ 43% NA 497
Earnings $891 $933 $837 $645 $545 $1,233 $1,341 $1,209 $1,196 $1,170 NA
St. Lucie Co.
Employment Rate NA 48% 49% 57% 79% 85% 82% 75% 74% NA NA 234
Earnings NA $894 $865 $820 $1,318 $1,878 $1,922 $1,998 $1,953 NA NA
West Virginia
Employment Rate 22% 19% 18% 12% 14% 23% 35% 38% 39% 41% 40% 337
Earnings $288 $218 $200 $126 $81 $296 $515 $661 $762 $818 $316
Yakima
Employment Rate 38% 40% 37% 31% 35% 3% 42% 46% 46% 45% @ 44% 618
Earnings $595 $644 $547 $438 $517 $800 $910 $1,002 $1,070 $1,143 $1,116

Source: state unemployment insurance earnings records.

Note: The employment rate and mean earnings are quarterly measures. Individuals who were not employed in a specific quarter were included
in the calculation of mean earnings, with implicit earnings of $0.

NA = data not available.
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EXHIBIT D.1.b

EMPLOYMENT RATE AND MEAN EARNINGS
BY QUARTER SINCE PROGRAM ENTRY: EARLY WELFARE-TO-WORK ENROLLEES

Quarter Since Program Entry Sample
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Size

Baltimore Co.
Employment Rate 43% 42% 45% 62% T3% T1% 71% 71% 65% 68% 68% 119
Earnings $1,056 $1,143 $1,358 $1,585 $2,047 $2,254 $2,444 $2,636 $2,350 $2,562 $2,559
Boston
Employment Rate NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 122
Earnings NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Chicago
Employment Rate NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0
Earnings NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Ft. Worth
Employment Rate 50% 48% 48% 47% 54% 61% 60% 62% 61% 57% 55% 659
Earnings $848 $835 $729 $565 $699 $1,161 $1,321 $1,432 $1,488 $1,474 $1,462
Milwaukee
Employment Rate 48% 43% 51% 49% 52% 62% 48% 47% 50% 47% @ 40% 98
Earnings $979 $896 $862 $739 $1,000 $1,331 $1,125 $1,136 $1,244 $1,345 $1,201
Nashville
Employment Rate NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 342
Earnings NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Philadelphia
Employment Rate 32% 36% 3% 3% T1% 67% 55% 46% 46% 44% 44% 1,183
Earnings $355 $416 $430  $290 $479 $821 $847 $809 $789 $771  $779
Phoenix
Employment Rate 50% 50% 48% 43% 52% 69% 66% 60% 55% 51% @ 49% 166
Earnings $1,016 $873 $906 $547 $557 $1,443 $1,519 $1,382 $1,426 $1,453 $1,444
St. Lucie Co.
Employment Rate NA 29% 32% 38% 71% 93% 86% 82% 79% 74% 80% 87
Earnings NA  $497 $495 $347 $1,076 $1,897 $1,930 $2,036 $1,934 $1,765 $2,007
West Virginia
Employment Rate 22% 21% 21% 14% 12% 23% 36% 38% 39% 44% 43% 222
Earnings $273  $224 $225 $129 $58 $272  $567 $730 $814 $934  $898
Yakima
Employment Rate 37% 42% 40% 31% 33% 38% 42% 45% 46% 48% @ 46% 387
Earnings $553 $641 $577 $427 $476  $761 $901  $936 $1,017 $1,131 $1,151

Source: state unemployment insurance earnings records.
Note 1: The employment rate and mean earnings are quarterly measures. Individuals who were not employed in a specific quarter were
included in the calculation of mean earnings, with implicit earnings of $0.
Note 2: Early WtW enrollees are those who entered the program before July 1, 2000.
NA = datanot available.
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EXHIBIT D.1.c

EMPLOYMENT RATE AND MEAN EARNINGS
BY QUARTER SINCE REFERENCE QUARTER: ALL TANF RECIPIENTS

Quarter Since Reference Quarter Sample
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Size

Baltimore Co.
Employment Rate 4% 42% 37% 38% 40% 45% 45% 48% 47% 48%  4T% 2,669
Earnings $1,501 $1,564 $1,410 $1,506 $1,480 $1,751 $1,825 $1,904 $1,982 $2,139 $2,108
Boston
Employment Rate NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 4515
Earnings NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Chicago
Employment Rate 2% 43% 40% 42% 45%  48%  48%  48% 48% 48%  45% 39,513
Earnings $705 $781 $658 $723 $832 $1,091 $1,079 $1,190 $1,217 $1,343 $1,227
Ft. Worth
Employment Rate 1% 42% 40% 35% 41% 45% 48%  46%  46%  44%  42% 3,161
Earnings $723 $629 $555 $346  $634 $873 $1,077 $1,007 $1,089 $1,068 $1,135
Milwaukee
Employment Rate NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0
Earnings NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Nashville
Employment Rate NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 5,554
Earnings NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Philadelphia
Employment Rate 25% 30% 30% 33% 34% 39% 39% 42% 43% 46% @ 43% 34,813
Earnings $370 $452 $396 $436 407 $726  $764  $901  $971 $1,142 $1,086
Phoenix
Employment Rate 2%  43% 40% 40% 37% 44% 46% 48% 45% 43%  42% 6,758
Earnings $772 $806 $720 $623 $442  $848 $1,007 $1,186 $1,145 $1,169 $1,133
St. Lucie Co.
Employment Rate 43% 48% 42% 43% 46% 60% 60% 54% 49% 56%  54% 304
Earnings $753 $884 $644 $399 $727 $1,290 $1,324 $1,193 $1,175 $1,434 $1,450
West Virginia
Employment Rate NA NA NA 19% 18% 27% 30% 30% 29% 32% 32% 5,818
Earnings NA NA NA $214 $154 $362 $476 $537 $492 $578  $613
Yakima
Employment Rate 44%  48% 46% 34% 46% 51% 51% 43% 50% 52% @ 48% 3,088
Earnings $772  $856 $795 $501 $779 $1,066 $1,101 $954 $1,152 $1,279 $1,254

Source: state unemployment insurance earnings records.
Note: The employment rate and mean earnings are quarterly measures. Individuals who were not employed in a specific quarter were included
in the calculation of mean earnings, with implicit earnings of $0.
NA = datanot available.
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EXHIBITD.1d

EMPLOYMENT RATE AND MEAN EARNINGS BY QUARTER SINCE PROGRAM ENTRY':
ALL ENROLLEES, ADJUSTED TO CONTROL FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
ENROLLEES AND REFERENCE GROUP MEMBERS IN LOCAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATES

Quarter Since Program Entry Sample
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Size

Baltimore Co.
Employment Rate 52% 53% 53% 64% 71% T72% T72% 71% 65% 65% 67% 242
Earnings $1,510 $1,506 $1,511 $1,712 $2,187 $2,438 $2,474 $2,679 $2,406 $2,496 $2,508
Boston
Employment Rate NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 807
Earnings NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Chicago
Employment Rate 31% 36% 36% 33% 42% 60% 53% 53% 49% NA NA 3,249
Earnings $501 $593 $537 $465 $491 $1,173 $1,162 $1,231 $1,215 NA NA
Ft. Worth
Employment Rate 54% 50% 50% 47% 57% 61% 64% 62% 60% NA NA 3,201
Earnings $997 $917 $826 $601 $813 $1,322 $1,541 $1,580 $1,572 NA NA
Milwaukee
Employment Rate 37% 40% 44% 45% 49% 50% 45% 43% 43% NA NA 276
Earnings $765 $806 $800 $717 $830 $967 $977 $1,040 $1,033 NA NA
Nashville
Employment Rate NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 811
Earnings NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Philadelphia
Employment Rate 30% 36% 35% 32% 73% 70% 54% 47% 45% 47% 44% 2,543
Earnings $351 $410 $384 $260 $440 $854 $794 $831 $828 $880 $822
Phoenix
Employment Rate 49% 49% 47% 45% 51% 64% 63% 59% 57% 52% NA 497
Earnings $907 $934 $833 $669 $603 $1,344 $1,471 $1,397 $1,415 $1,363 NA
St. Lucie Co.
Employment Rate NA 47% 51% 5% 75% 84% 85% 75% 69% NA NA 234
Earnings NA $862 $907 $848 $1,231 $1,858 $1,966 $1,996 $1,825 NA NA
West Virginia
Employment Rate 24% 24% 25% 18% 15% 26% 39% 42% 41% 47% 47% 337
Earnings $314 $339 $360 $264 $52 $344 $596 $760 $793 $963 $997
Yakima
Employment Rate 38% 45% 39% 26% 36% 41% 42% 39% 46% 49% 44% 618
Earnings $595 $710 $578 $354 $528 $861 $919 $893 $1,065 $1,206 $1,109

Source: state unemployment insurance earnings records.

Note: The employment rate and mean earnings are quarterly measures. Individuals who were not employed in a specific quarter were included

in the calculation of mean earnings, with implicit earnings of $0.
NA = datanot available.
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EXHIBIT D.2.a

TANF RECEIPIENCY RATE AND MEAN BENEFIT AMOUNT
BY QUARTER SINCE PROGRAM ENTRY: ALL WELFARE-TO-WORK ENROLLEES

Quarter Since Program Entry Sample
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Size
Baltimore Co.
TANF Receipt 43% 41% 43% 38% 31% 22% 19% 16% 13% 14% 14% NA NA 242

TANF Benefit $392 $394 $405 $354 $265 $179 $158 $119 $126 $141 $131 NA NA

Boston
TANF Receipt 37% 41% 45% 51% 64% 52% 40% 36% 32% 31% 31% NA NA 807
TANF Benefit $450 $499 $540 $620 $752 $643 $487 $444  $410 $388  $383 NA NA

Chicago
TANF Receipt 1% 73% 76% 78% 87% 76% 57% 46% 39% NA NA NA NA 3,249
TANF Benefit $580 $592 $607 $619 $706 $537 $378 $312  $262 NA NA NA NA

Ft. Worth
TANF Receipt 3% 40% 45% 60% 92% 80% 57% 47% 43% NA NA NA NA 3,201
TANF Benefit $152 $178 $206 $269 $417 $353 $244 212 $197 NA NA NA NA

Milwaukee
TANF Receipt 5% 5% 3% 4% 6% 4% 4% 4% 5% 4% NA NA NA 276
TANF Benefit $64 $54 $33 $43 $72 $48 $46 $28 $73 $66 NA NA NA

Nashville
TANF Receipt 7% 80% 83% 92% 96% 92% 84% 80% 75% 73% 71% NA NA 811
TANF Benefit $392 $401 $420 $464 $504 H475  $431  $410 $386  $372  $361 NA NA

Philadelphia
TANF Receipt 88% 89% 90% 94% 98% 9B3% 84% T6% T71% 67/% NA NA NA 2,543
TANF Benefit  $1,235 $1,221 $1,188 $1,169 $1,308 $1,035 $852 $825 $786 $750 NA NA NA

Phoenix

TANF Receipt NA 59% 65% 76% 88% 74% 58%  56% 56%  56% NA NA NA 497
TANF Benefit NA $451 $488 $572 $733 $603 $473 $464 $460 $477 NA NA NA

St. LucieCo.

TANF Receipt 31% 34% 42% 63% 4% 36% 25% 19% 18% NA NA NA NA 234

TANF Benefit $169 $169 $227 $314 $387 $143 $110 $96 $89 NA NA NA NA

West Virginia
TANF Receipt 58% 60% 63% 79% 92% 8% 71% 56% 45% 40% NA NA NA 337
TANF Benefit $422  $440 $500 $640 $898 $804 $667 $524 $461  $421 NA NA NA

Yakima
TANF Receipt 66% 69% 2% 1% 80% 71% 60% 55% 50% 47%  43% 40% NA 618
TANF Benefit $886 $924 $957 $1,025 $1,053 $833 $744 $697 $634 $595 $571  $500 NA

Source: state TANF records.

Note: The rate of TANF receipt and the mean benefit amount are quarterly measures. Individuals who did not receive TANF in a specific quarter were
included in the calculation of the mean benefit amount, with an implicit benefit of $0.

NA = data not available.
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EXHIBIT D.2.b

TANF RECEIPIENCY RATE AND MEAN BENEFIT AMOUNT
BY QUARTER SINCE PROGRAM ENTRY: EARLY WELFARE-TO-WORK ENROLLEES

Quarter Since Program Entry Sample
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Size
Baltimore Co.
TANF Receipt 58% 56% 57% 48% 38% 27% 21% 17% 13% 13% 15% 14% 15% 119

TANF Benefit $542 $563 $545 $465 $311 $185 $178 $133  $139 $152 $144 $143  $166

Boston
TANF Receipt 48% 57% 58% 64% 68% 55% 47% 42% 35% 30% 30% 30% 34% 122
TANF Benefit $612 $693 $763 $789 $786 $693 $585 $535 $470 $423  $405 $444 $446

Chicago

TANF Receipt NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0
TANF Benefit NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Ft. Worth

TANF Receipt 38% 44% 48% 61% 94% 81% 56% 48% 44% 41% 37% 36% 38% 659

TANF Benefit $149 $193 $217 $270 $431 $371 $249 $223 $203 $180 $167 $160 $171

Milwaukee
TANF Receipt 8% 9% % 10% 12% 8% % 8% 9% 8% % % 4% 98
TANF Benefit $114 $91 $80 $109 $171  $108 $103 $64 $139 $126  $115 $72 $72

Nashville
TANF Receipt 82% 85% 87% 94% 97% 91% 82% T7/% 73% 71% 69% 68% 64% 342
TANF Benefit $433  $442  $459  $494  $532  $482  $426 $401  $377  $365 $362  $359  $341

Philadelphia
TANF Receipt 92% 90% 91% 9% 98% 9B% 8% 7% T3% T0% 67/% 66% 64% 1,183
TANF Benefit  $1,392 $1,357 $1,270 $1,233 $1,339 $1,120 $914 $855 $821 $792 $757 $745 $712

Phoenix
TANF Receipt NA 55% 66% 80% 89% 69% 51% 51% 52% 53% 52% 50% 53% 166
TANF Benefit NA  $425 $452 $576 $713 $514 $385 $441 $438  $462  $458  $433 $479

St. LucieCo.
TANF Receipt 44% 48% 62% 78% 84% 47% 32% 22% 18% 14% 13% 13% 10% 87
TANF Benefit $269 $276  $347  $439  $479  $190 $133 $83 $91 $68 $65 $45 $42

West Virginia
TANF Receipt 59% 60% 64% 81% 100% 93% 77% 59% 47% 42% 38% 35% 32% 222
TANF Benefit $388 $400 $428 $592 $850 $783  $657 $519 $470  $432  $387 $365 $348

Yakima
TANF Receipt 63% 69% 73% 78% 84% 75% 63% 58% 53% 49% 47% 42% 39% 387
TANF Benefit $840 $931 $975 $1,053 $1,150 $886 $765 $725 $664 $610 $590 $540  $504

Source: state TANF records.

Note 1. Therate of TANF receipt and the mean benefit amount are quarterly measures. Individuals who did not receive TANF in a specific quarter were
included in the calculation of the mean benefit amount, with an implicit benefit of $0.

Note 2: Early WtW enrollees are those who entered the program before July 1, 2000.

NA = data not available.
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EXHIBIT D.2.c

TANF RECEIPIENCY RATE AND MEAN BENEFIT AMOUNT
BY QUARTER SINCE REFERENCE QUARTER: ALL TANF RECIPIENTS

Quarter Since Reference Quarter Sample
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Size

Baltimore Co.
TANF Receipt 62% 69% 7% 91% 100% 79% 63% 55% 49% 45% 41% 38% 36% 2,669
TANF Benefit $484 $563 $621 $743 $834 $676 $539 $458 $406 $395  $355  $323  $304
Boston
TANF Receipt 69% NA NA NA  100% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 4,515
TANF Benefit $927 NA NA NA $1,411 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Chicago
TANF Receipt 78% 82% 87% 94% 100% 85% 71% 59% 50% 43% 36% 29% 24% 39,513
TANF Benefit $606 $635 $664 $679 $716 $572 $473  $390 $330 $280 $232 $186 161
Ft. Worth
TANF Receipt 4% 52% 62% 81% 100% 81% 63% 55% 48% 44% 43% 42% 39% 3,161
TANF Benefit $193 $228 $295 $389 $512 $380 $292 $248 $222  $199 $202 $195 $184
Milwaukee
TANF Receipt NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0
TANF Benefit NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Nashville
TANF Receipt NA 75% 81% 89% 100% 100% 86% 76% 69% 65% 63% 60% 59% 5,554
TANF Benefit NA  $379 $401 $440 $499 $496 $428 $374 $342  $327 $313 $304  $301
Philadelphia
TANF Receipt NA 83% 85% 90% 100% 95% 82% 73% 66% 60% 54% 51% 48% 34,813
TANF Benefit NA $1,051 $1,092 $1,113 $1,179 $1,032 $878 $784 $708 $630 $569 $527  $502
Phoenix
TANF Receipt NA 50% 59% 75% 100% 87% 62% 52% 47% 44% 43% 42% 4A1% 6,758
TANF Benefit NA $374 $443 $561 $781 $647 $467 $419 $386 $361 $356 $354  $341
St. LucieCo.
TANF Receipt 46% 52% 63% 98% 100% 47% 28% 24% 24% 25% 18% 13% 14% 304
TANF Benefit $269 $321 $373  $573 $547 $252  $147 $138  $136 $142  $107 $72 $69
West Virginia
TANF Receipt NA NA 72% 84% 100% 77% 56% 46% 41% 36% 34% 33% 31% 5,818
TANF Benefit NA NA  $407 $507 $648 $487 $381 $331 $316 $274 $269 $345 $337
Yakima
TANF Receipt 61% 67% 5% 92% 100% 2% 62% 56% 51% 46% 44% 41% 38% 3,088
TANF Benefit $801 $838 $916 $1,125 $1,199 $878 $760 $706 P$641  $556 $525 $532  $469

Source: state TANF records.

Note: The rate of TANF receipt and the mean benefit amount are quarterly measures. Individuals who did not receive TANF in a specific quarter were
included in the calculation of the mean benefit amount, with an implicit benefit of $0.
NA = data not available.
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FOOD STAMP RECEIPIENCY RATE AND MEAN BENEFIT AMOUNT

EXHIBIT D.3.a

BY QUARTER SINCE PROGRAM ENTRY: ALL WELFARE-TO-WORK ENROLLEES

Quarter Since Program Entry Sample
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Size

Baltimore Co.
Food Stamp Receipt 62% 61% 61% 62% 59% 50% 50% 48% 45% 45% 45% NA NA 242
Food Stamp Benefit $434 $425 $438 $413 $372 $303 $324 $301 $297 $316 $300 NA NA
Boston
Food Stamp Receipt  41% 44% 47% 53% 67% 55% 42% 38% 35% 35% 35% NA NA 807
Food Stamp Benefit $258 $273 $292 $328 $390 $330 $263 $244 $243 $240 $249 NA NA
Chicago
Food Stamp Receipt 77% 79% 81% 83% 90% 85% 77% 72% 72% NA NA NA NA 3,249
Food Stamp Benefit $654 $695 $718 $749 $810 $739 $662 $648 $670 NA NA NA NA
Ft. Worth
Food Stamp Receipt  52% 58% 64% 76% 92% 84% T72% 68% 65% NA NA NA NA 3,201
Food Stamp Benefit $396 $454 $509 $624 $795 $686 $596 $571 $569 NA NA NA NA
Milwaukee
Food Stamp Receipt 18% 18% 19% 25% 29% 30% 28% 27% 27% 28% NA NA NA 276
Food Stamp Benefit $106 $115 $135 $129 $159 $161 $160 $139 $135 $150 NA NA NA
Nashville
Food Stamp Receipt 81% 84% 88% 95% 97% 92% 85% 83% 81% 81% 7% NA NA 811
Food Stamp Benefit $647 $674 $718 $794 $842 $737 $686 $668 $661 $661 $651 NA NA
Philadelphia
Food Stamp Receipt 93% 92% 93% 95% 97% 94% 91% 88% 86% 84% NA NA NA 2,543
Food Stamp Benefit $816 $814 $832 $849 $869 $802 $783 $766 $756 $740 NA NA NA
Phoenix
Food Stamp Receipt NA 71% 77% 85% 91% 84% 76% 75% T74% 74% NA NA NA 497
Food Stamp Benefit NA $609 $654 $761 $882 $769 $691 $698 $709 $726 NA NA NA
St. Lucie Co.
Food Stamp Receipt 62% 66% 71% 86% 91% 80% 74% 68% 65% NA NA NA NA 234
Food Stamp Benefit $401 $461 $517 $665 $679 $517 $478 $443 $438 NA NA NA NA
West Virginia
Food Stamp Receipt 85% 84% 85% 91% 93% 93% 88% 84% 83% 79% NA NA NA 337
Food Stamp Benefit $754 $755 $759 $808 $850 $782 $703 $645 $611  $607 NA NA NA
Yakima
Food Stamp Receipt 74% 76% 78% 82% 85% 82% 74% 72% 70% 67% 66% 65% NA 618
Food Stamp Benefit $544 $546 $568 $608 $623 $568 $540 $525 $527 $490 $497 $505 NA

Source: state food stamp records.
Note: The rate of food stamp receipt and the mean benefit amount are quarterly measures.
were included in the calculation of the mean benefit amount, with an implicit benefit of $0.

NA = data not available.
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FOOD STAMP RECEIPIENCY RATE AND MEAN BENEFIT AMOUNT

EXHIBIT D.3.b

BY QUARTER SINCE PROGRAM ENTRY: EARLY WELFARE-TO-WORK ENROLLEES

Quarter Since Program Entry Sample
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Size

Baltimore Co.
Food Stamp Receipt 5% T75% T72% 71% 69% 59% 54% 53% 46% 46% 45% 45% 44% 119
Food Stamp Benefit $572 $571 $568 $509 $456 $354 $370 $335 $322 $334  $321 $317 $326
Boston
Food Stamp Receipt 57% 61% 63% 70% 72% 60% 48% 43% 38% 34% 35% 34% 34% 122
Food Stamp Benefit $392 $425 $467 $500 $488 $386 $304 $284 $254 $239 $257 $257 $250
Chicago
Food Stamp Receipt NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0
Food Stamp Benefit NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Ft. Worth
Food Stamp Receipt 55% 61% 66% T77% 94% 84% 75% 67% 63% 61% 59% 58% 59% 659
Food Stamp Benefit $375 $477 $517 $621 $815 $715 $606 $560 $537 $513 $499 $516 $531
Milwaukee
Food Stamp Receipt 22% 20% 22% 29% 34% 31% 22% 23% 23% 23% 26% 29% 27% 98
Food Stamp Benefit $112  $142 $152 $144 $189 $181 $182 $148 $144 $148 $152 $171 $184
Nashville
Food Stamp Receipt 85% 89% 90% 95% 97% 90% 82% 81% 80% T7/% T78% T75% 73% 342
Food Stamp Benefit $698 $723 $771 $832 $858 $745 $688 $664 $641 $614 $637 $656 $626
Philadelphia
Food Stamp Receipt 9% 94% 95% 95% 97% 95% 92% 88% 87% 86% 85% 84% 83% 1,183
Food Stamp Benefit $853 $835 $839 $856 $880 $822 $793 $777 $765 $750 $760 $779 $748
Phoenix
Food Stamp Receipt NA 70% 77% 88% 90% 84% 75% 75% 71% 72% 71% 69% 75% 166
Food Stamp Benefit NA $599 $643 $800 $922 $765 $682 $695 $689 $728 $704 $711  $749
St. Lucie Co.
Food Stamp Receipt 72% 77% 80% 87% 94% 85% 78% 74% 71% 67% 60% 56% 55% 87
Food Stamp Benefit $499 $575 $628 $708 $718 $552 $477  $465 $496 $442  $397 $382 $384
West Virginia
Food Stamp Receipt 88% 87% 88% 95% 97% 9%6% 91% 87% 85% 80% T79% T78% 80% 222
Food Stamp Benefit $803 $806 $815 $858 $922 $843 $738 $659 $615 $595 $588 $587 $616
Yakima
Food Stamp Receipt 73% T75% T78% 82% 86% 82% T74% T72% 2% T71% 69% 66% 63% 387
Food Stamp Benefit $530 $544 $574 $611 $633 $554 $524 $527 $533 $487 $491 $515 $489

Source: state food stamp records.
Note 1: Therate of food stamp receipt and the mean benefit amount are quarterly measures. Individuals who did not receive food stamps in a specific quarter
were included in the calculation of the mean benefit amount, with an implicit benefit of $0.
Note 2: Early WtW enrollees are those who entered the program before July 1, 2000.

NA = data not available.
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FOOD STAMP RECEIPIENCY RATE AND MEAN BENEFIT AMOUNT

EXHIBIT D.3.c

BY QUARTER SINCE REFERENCE QUARTER: ALL TANF RECIPIENTS

Quarter Since Reference Quarter Sample
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Size

Baltimore Co.
Food Stamp Receipt 50% 54% 58% 65% 68% 60% 52% 50% 47% 45% 44% 43% 43% 2,669
Food Stamp Benefit $325 $353 $378 $437 $473 $394  $337 $311 $294 $293 $278 $279 $276
Boston
Food Stamp Receipt 52% NA NA NA  71% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 4,515
Food Stamp Benefit $326 NA NA NA  $485 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Chicago
Food Stamp Receipt 80% 84% 88% 91% 94% 85% T7% 71% 69% 69% 68% 67% 66% 39,513
Food Stamp Benefit $633 $686 $720 $754 $773 $707 $642 $596 $594 $624 $622 $626 $621
Ft. Worth
Food Stamp Receipt 59% 67% 75% 87% 93% 83% 73% 68% 65% 64% 63% 62% 61% 3,161
Food Stamp Benefit $464 $533 $611 $750 $825 $698 $616 $570 $554 $536 $559 $545 $549
Milwaukee
Food Stamp Receipt NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0
Food Stamp Benefit NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Nashville
Food Stamp Receipt NA 81% 84% 90% 95% 88% 80% 73% 72% 71% 70% 69% 65% 5,554
Food Stamp Benefit NA $631 $658 $679 $750 $692 $619 $574 $554 $538 $534 $526 $544
Philadelphia
Food Stamp Receipt NA 84% 86% 88% 93% 92% 86% 82% 79% 76% T72% T70% 69% 34,813
Food Stamp Benefit NA $715 $729 $735 $784 $770 $713 $667 $636 $615 $585 $560 $555
Phoenix
Food Stamp Receipt NA 61% 69% 80% 93% 83% 73% 67% 63% 63% 62% 62% 60% 6,758
Food Stamp Benefit NA $474 $534 $633 $763 $687 $596 $564 $527 $526 $530 $558 $547
St. Lucie Co.
Food Stamp Receipt 65% 70% T78% 93% 92% 78% 59% 59% 58% 57% 55% 52% 49% 304
Food Stamp Benefit $465 $523 $570 $740 $727 $549 $434 $420 $426 $436 $403  $388  $359
West Virginia
Food Stamp Receipt 81% 85% 8% 93% 97% 91% 85% 81% 78% T75% T73% 71% 70% 5,818
Food Stamp Benefit $708 $729 $744 $828 $884 $785 $687 $656 $625 $593 $550 $517  $505
Yakima
Food Stamp Receipt 70% 73% T79% 90% 94% 80% T76% 73% T71% 67% 66% 66% 64% 3,088
Food Stamp Benefit $501 $501 $548 $641 $661 $542 $534 $537 $509 $462 $490 $512 $480

Source: state food stamp records.
Note: The rate of food stamp receipt and the mean benefit amount are quarterly measures. Individuals who did not receive food stamps in a specific quarter
were included in the calculation of the mean benefit amount, with an implicit benefit of $0.

NA = data not available.
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The National Evaluation of the Welfare-to-Work (WtW) Grants Program uses information
on individuals who participated in eleven programs that received WtW grants. The eleven
programs are referred to as “sites’ in this appendix, labeled according to the city or state in
which they operated. All individuals who entered WtW at one of the eleven sites during a
specified period should have been enrolled in the evaluation. However, comparison of WtW
program records with data on individuals actually enrolled revealed that program staff failed to
enroll a substantial group of WtW participants in the evaluation, resulting in undercoverage.
Individuals who were enrolled in the evaluation are referred to as covered cases; those who
should have been enrolled but were not are identified as noncovered cases.

The process of data collection can be described as follows. At the time of enrollment, a
baseline survey was administered as part of the sample enrollment process. The survey
instrument was a hard copy questionnaire called the Background Information Form (BIF),
administered only to covered cases. A follow-up survey (Wave 1) was conducted 12 months
after the baseline survey on covered cases only. Hence, this survey had two sources of missing
data: the noncovered cases, and the covered cases who did not respond to the survey. A second
follow-up survey (Wave 2) was conducted two years after the baseline survey, regardless of
response status to the Wave 1 survey. For Baltimore County, Chicago, Phoenix, St. Lucie
County and Yakima, the undercoverage was discovered early in the sample intake period,
allowing administration of the 24-month survey to the noncovered cases (Exhibit F.1 provides an
illustration of the data structure for these sites). For Boston, Ft. Worth, Nashville, Philadel phia
and West Virginia, the timing of undercoverage detection did not allow for the inclusion of

noncovered cases in the sample. For these five sites, the data structure was the same with respect

! Boston and Milwaukee did not maintain electronic program records and as a result, we were unable to
explore potential undercoverage there. Refer to Fraker et al. (2004), Appendix C, for detailed discussion of the
covered population.



to coverage in both the 12-month and 24-month surveys. The 24-month survey also had unit
nonresponse, but the set of unit nonrespondents differed for Wave 2 due to different coverage,

when applicable, and response status as compared to Wave 1.

EXHIBIT F.1

DATA STRUCTURE FOR BASELINE/ADMINISTRATIVE,
12- AND 24-MONTH SURVEY S

Baseline/
Administrative | 12-Month Survey 24-Month Survey
I nformation (Wavel) (Wave 2)
Wave 2
Nonrespondents
Wave 1
Respondents
Covered Wave 2
Cases Respondents
Wave 1
Wave 2
HT—=S Nonrespondents
Wave 2
Noncovered Respondents
Cases Wave 2
Nonrespondents

Note: Shading designates subgroups of the evaluation sample for which data
from the surveys indicated by the column headings were not available.

A summary of the data available is as follows:

» State Administrative Data. We requested state administrative datafor all members of
the population whom we wanted to characterize. We were able to code quarterly
measures of TANF benefits, food stamps, and earnings for each member of the
population.

» Basdine Survey Data. Virtually all covered cases completed the BIF. However, as
described earlier, some individuals who should have been enrolled in the study were
not, and thus did not complete a BIF.



» 12-Month Follow-Up Survey Data. We attempted to interview all individuals who
were enrolled in the study for the 12-month follow-up survey. While the overall
response rate was high at 83 percent—particularly for a population of individuals that
can be difficult to locate—outcome variables based on 12-month follow-up survey
data are necessarily missing for nonrespondents.

* 24-Month Follow-Up Survey Data. Similarly, outcome variables measured at the
24-month follow-up are necessarily missing for nonrespondents of the 24-month
follow-up survey data. However, since we were able to target noncovered cases in
five gdites, the response and coverage patterns differ across the 12- and 24-month
follow-up surveys.

Because the 12- and 24-month follow-up surveys have different response and coverage
patterns, we could not use in the analysis based on the 24-month survey the same statistical
weights developed to address the undercoverage and nonresponse problems in the 12-month
survey. We therefore developed separate statistical weights and procedures for the 24-month
follow-up survey. In addition to descriptive analyses, we compared the Wave 1 and Wave 2
outcomes. This was complicated, however, by the fact that the samples are not independent
across two data collections, where different response and/or coverage patterns occur across
waves—making the variance-covariance terms in the estimation difficult to compute. To correct
this, we constructed replicate weights and used them to compute these variances.

This appendix describes the final disposition of the sample for the 24-month follow-up
survey (Section A), the weighting methods taken into account for biases that might result from
survey nonresponses and undercoverage in the 24-month follow-up survey (Section B), and the
development of replicate weights and variance estimation for comparisons between Wave 1 and

Wave 2 estimates (Section C).



A. FINAL DISPOSITION OF THE SAMPLE FOR THE 24-MONTH SURVEY

The overall response rate for the 24-month follow-up survey was 74 percent, ranging from
57 percent in Phoenix to 86 percent in Nashville (Exhibit F.2).? This rate is high, particularly
when considering the late addition of noncovered cases into the target sample of five sites
(Baltimore County, Chicago, Phoenix, St. Lucie County and Yakima). Since the contact
information for noncovered cases was on average older than that for the covered cases, it is not
surprising that these five sites were the ones that tended to exhibit the lowest response rates. For
example, Phoenix exhibited the lowest response rate of al sites (57 percent) and Yakima
exhibited the second lowest (64 percent). Milwaukee's response rate of 69 percent was
relatively low in part because the target sample consisted mostly of noncustodial fathers with a
criminal offense in their record—a group of individuals generally considered hard to locate.

The most common reason for not completing the 24-month follow-up survey was not being
able to verify the contact information for the target respondent (“unlocated” in Exhibit F.2).
About 3 of every 4 cases where we could not complete an interview were due to this reason. In
Phoenix, amost all the non-complete cases can be attributed to this reason. The inability to
locate individual s once the contact information had been verified represented about 13 percent of
the non-completed interviews in all sites (“other located” in Figure F.2), and about a third of
non-completed interviews in Milwaukee. Finally, the refusal rate tended to be low overal (3
percent) but was relatively high for Baltimore and Boston (7 and 8 percent, respectively).

The response rate for the 24-month follow-up survey was lower than that for the 12-month

follow-up survey (74 versus 83 percent).®> This may have been due in part to the naturaly

% This rate is calculated as the percent of casesin the target sample for which we completed a survey interview.
The target sample consisted of all covered cases for six of the sites and of both covered and noncovered cases for the
other five sites.

3 Refer to Fraker et al. (2004), Appendix Exhibit C-3, for statistics on the disposition of the sample for the 12-
month follow-up survey.
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increasing difficulty of interviewing sample members as time el apses following sample selection,
but was almost certainly also due to the fact that the target sample was expanded between the
two waves of the survey to include noncovered cases in five sites.  In fact, these sites tended to
exhibit the greatest decline in response rates. Particularly worth noting are Phoenix and Y akima,
which had 12-month survey response rates of 75 and 93 percent respectively and 24-month
survey response rates of 57 and 64 percent respectively. In contrast, the sites where the target
sample was not expanded to include noncovered cases exhibited similar response rates in both

waves of the survey.

B. WEIGHTSTO ACCOUNT FOR MISSING DATA

The 24-month follow-up survey was designed to characterize enrollees at the eleven sites
two years after program entry. However, some enrollees did not respond to this follow-up
survey. If the individuals who did not respond to the survey differ systematically from those
who did, sample nonresponses could bias the estimates based on data from the survey. In
addition, as described in Appendix C of Fraker et a. (2004), WtW program staff failed to enroll
a substantial minority of WtW participants, resulting in undercoverage. If covered cases differ
systematically from noncovered cases, sample undercoverage could bias the estimates from the
follow-up survey. The purpose of the weighting adjustments to the respondents of the 24-month
follow-up survey is therefore two-fold: to account for survey nonrespondents, and for
undercoverage in the WtW enrollment. The adjusted weights are expected to reduce bias due to
nonresponse and/or undercoverage.

Data availability, sample size and coverage problems differ for each of the eleven sites.
Therefore, we developed weights for each site separately. We developed a general protocol
following the weighting procedure for nonresponse adjustment and post-stratification that we

used for the 12-month follow-up survey. Although consistency in weighting class formation and
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collapsing (merging) of cells is generally desired, we explored aternative statistica
methodologies in several sites to accommodate unique data and model situations. In this section,
we outline general procedures for weighting class formation and collapsing of cells.

For the purpose of nonresponse and undercoverage adjustment, information on basic
demographic characteristics are available for both covered cases (gathered from the baseline
survey) and for noncovered cases from data extracted from each program’s Management
Information System (M1S).* Furthermore, administrative data obtained from the states—on
employment status, earnings, and TANF and Food Stamp program participation status—were
also available for both covered and noncovered cases. Since the demographic and administrative
data were available for both covered and noncovered cases, we compared respondents and

nonrespondents to the 24-month follow-up survey using these data.

1. Preliminary Bias Analysis

The bias due to nonresponse to the 24-month follow-up survey is a function of the
nonresponse rate and the relationship between the response probability and the survey outcome
of interest. The 24-month response rates are presented in Exhibit F.3.> The relationships
between nonresponse and the outcomes analyzed in this report are unknown because the
information needed to construct the survey outcome measures was collected only for
respondents. However, the 24-month follow-up survey outcomes may be related to basic
demographic information from the baseline survey and to program participation and employment
information from state administrative records. Therefore, we assess the differences between

respondents and nonrespondents in basic demographics, welfare participation, and employment.

* Program MIS data were collected for all sites except Milwaukee and Boston, which did not maintain
electronic records that we could use.

®> No explicit sampling was performed to select the sample for the evaluation, and the sampling weight can be
set to one for all cases. Hence, the weighted and unweighted response rates are equal.

F-9



*fonins dn-mo| o) Yluow-i7Z 8yl 0] papuoodsal oym (UoiTeneAs ay) ul pajjodus) siuednied AN PRISA0D c
‘Y002 ' 1B oyl ul D xipuaddy JO W UONISS Ul paq1LIIsap SaINpadoad BIA UoIeN[eAS 8Y) 0Jul pa|joJus ajom oym siued o ired pIMM .
'SpJoda1 weJfoid 0} Buipi0dde uoen s 8U) Ul Pa]|0.US Usd /ey pinous oymsiuedied MIM 1V

'saauelb MM AQ papino.d spiodas welfold pue uoieneAs ay) Joj aseqeiep Bupdel AoAINS :82InoS

%L %¥9 %06 %8 %.S %8 %98 %69 %€8 %T1. $8520 028A02 JO "10d
Sy.'9  L6€ 292 28t 98¢ G/0T 0SS 06T 8¢8 T.T BquinN
%Eovcoammm
%TL %00T %098 %00T %00T %05 %6. %00T %1¢E %00T S99 |[e JO '10d
vET'6 819 062 vee L6Y 2821 €79 9/¢ 966 44 BquinN
S38eD PRRRN0D
GI8CT 819 L€€ vee L6V EvS'e 118 9/¢ TOZ'e e SeseD IV
1oL VM ewBiA 14700 Xweoud  emydppe|iud  SIIAUSEN  SMEMIIIN  YHOM M ‘0D
BWDRA  ISOM /N1 IS alowned

AIAANS dN-MOTT04 HLNOW-7Z IHL HOd STLVYH ISNODSTH ANV ‘STLVY IDVIINOD ‘SIZIS ITdINVS

€4 119IHX3

F-10



This assessment reveded statistically significant differences at the 0.05 level between
respondents and nonrespondents to the 24-month follow-up survey on several dimensions,
including sex, age, race and ethnicity, marital status, sources of income, and the timing of

program entry (Exhibit F.4).

Sex. Respondents were significantly more likely than nonrespondents to be female in
Baltimore County, Boston, Ft. Worth, and Y akima.

* Age. In Chicago and Ft. Worth, respondents were significantly more likely than
nonrespondents to be less than 25 years old; in Ft. Worth, respondents were
significantly less likely than nonrespondents to be 25 to 40 years old. In Yakima,
respondents are significantly more likely than nonrespondents to be more than 40
yearsold.

* Race and Ethnicity. Philadelphia had a significantly higher proportion of
respondents than nonrespondents who are black and non-Hispanic. In Ft. Worth, the
proportion of respondents who were white and non-Hispanic was significantly less
than that of nonrespondents.

e Marital Status. In Ft. Worth, a significantly higher proportion of nonrespondents
than respondents were married, whereas respondents had a significantly higher
proportion reporting themselves never married. In West Virginia, a significantly
higher proportion of nonrespondents reported themselves never married than
respondents, but a significantly lower proportion had been previously married.

e Sources of Income. In Phoenix, Nashville, and Chicago, respondents were
significantly more likely than nonrespondents to have income from TANF benefits.

In Philadelphia, Milwaukee, and Nashville, respondents were significantly more
likely than nonrespondents to have income from TANF and food stamps.

As described above, we developed 24-month follow-up survey weights for respondents to
account for differences between respondents and nonrespondents and covered and noncovered
cases, and used them in computing estimates based on 24-month follow-up survey data. The
strategy for developing these weights involved two stages: identifying variables that are
predictive of response to the 24-month follow-up survey, and developing weights to reduce bias

due to survey nonresponse.
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2. Nonresponse Adjustment

For the 24-month follow-up survey, we formed response propensity weighting cells to adjust
for nonresponse. The response status was modeled via a logistic regression with covariates
observed for al sample individuals. Such covariates generally consisted of demographic
variables (e.g., sex) and administrative variables (e.g., earnings). Exhibit F.4 provides a complete
list of demographic and administrative variables. Model selection included quality checks for
missing data on such covariates. Variables with substantial missing data were excluded from the
analysis, those with few missing values were imputed solely for the purpose of obtaining
weights. All covariates are used in a categorical form, thus imputation with the mode value and
with anew category value are compared.

For each site, we estimated the response propensity via a logistic regression of survey
response status on variables describing basic demographics, the timing of program entry, welfare
participation, and employment. In addition, we included the 12-month interview status as a
potential predictor for response status in the 24-month survey. We then used the same stepwise
procedure for selecting variables for weighting cell construction.

The potential variables included in the weighting algorithm varied across sites according to
data availability and quality. The variables selected for the largest number of sites were 12-
month interview status (11 sites), receipt of TANF benefits (7 sites), and receipt of food stamps
(6 sites) (Exhibit A.3). Education was selected only for Ft. Worth. The 12-month coverage
status was important in the model in all sites where noncovered cases were added to the 24-
month follow-up target sample, with the exception of Baltimore County.

We then considered the covariates included in the response propensity in our univariate
logistic regressions and jointly in a full model and in a stepwise selected model. Further model

selection was carried out to improve model fit and to allow for a parsimonious final model.
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Once the final model was selected, the quintiles of the distribution of the predicted response
propensity scores formed the weighting classes used in nonresponse adjustments. The
nonresponse adjustment factor is the inverse of the response rate in a cell, where the response
rate is estimated as the number of respondents in a cell divided by the number of sampled
individualsin that cell. The number of cellsinitially formed ranges from five to eight, depending
on the sample size for a site and the resulting adjustment weights (Cochran 1968; Eltinge and
Y ansaneh 1997).

When we encountered a small sample size in a particular cell, extreme weights, or
sparseness, we considered using a cell collapsing procedure. Before implementing the
procedure, we compared the predicted response propensities for each covariate pattern for each
set of the potential adjustment cells to explore any other natural regrouping of subjects. We then
determined whether the current weight in a questionable cell was actually large with respect to
the range of weights within that cell that would result from using the inverse of the predicted
response propensity itself as the nonresponse adjustment factor. We made fina adjustments to
cells based on the considerations noted above.

When collapsing was determined to be necessary and the data were assumed to be missing at
random (MAR) given the response propensity, we grouped observations with similar propensity
scores—often collapsing a fringe cell with its adjacent cell. In the case where a cell was not on
the fringe, we compared the median response propensity for observations within adjacent cells to
the median response propensity of the problematic cell, and collapsed the adjacent cell with the
smallest absolute difference in median response propensity. The final decision on whether and

how to collapse was site-specific, though the collapsing of adjacent cells was generally preferred.
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3. Coverage Adjustment

To account for undercoverage, the sample was post-stratified (cross-classified) by site and
the variables used in the 12-month post-stratification cells. With the exception of West Virginia,
where cells that contained relatively few sample members were combined with other cells (with
similar coverage rates if possible), we used the post-stratification cells defined in the 12-month
analysis and determined the 12-month and 24-month values of certain variables. We computed a
coverage adjustment factor for each post-stratification cell, using the nonresponse adjusted
weights computed earlier to calculate the coverage adjustment factors. We calculated the final
24-month follow-up survey weights by multiplying the coverage adjustment factors by the
nonresponse-adjusted weights for all sample members in the same cell. Hence, the final 24-

month follow-up survey weights account for both undercoverage and survey nonresponse.

4. Design Effects

The precision of our estimates depends in part on the variability in the 24-month follow-up
survey weights. Unequal response rates and coverage probabilities across adjustment cells used
in explaining response propensity or coverage models justify variability in the 24-month follow-
up survey weights to reduce bias. We did not have access to survey outcomes when developing
the 24-month follow-up survey nonresponse weights, thus design effects due to weight variation
can be computed as one plus the square of the coefficient of variation in the weights (Kish 1987).
This design effect, presented in the first row of Exhibit F.5, ranges from 1.053 in West Virginia
to 1.468 in Philadelphia.

Once the survey outcomes were made available, we evaluated the design effects across
different estimates. The design effect is defined as the ratio of variance of a point estimator
based on a nontrivial weighting adjustment for nonresponse to variance of a point estimator

based on a trivial weighting adjustment, or equivalently, giving all responding units the weight
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n/r (where n = original sample size and r = number of respondents). The design effects vary
across different variables and sites, but they range from about 0.76 in Y akima for the proportion
employed two years after enrollment to about 1.9 in Phoenix for the proportion with children
living outside the household (Exhibit F.6). As the design effects reveal, the variance of the
weighting class mean can have a lower variance than that of the trivialy weighted mean. This
reduction in variance may be due to post-stratification and is often evidenced when variables
forming post-strata are predictive of the survey outcomes (Holt and Smith 1979; Little 1993).
Similarly, nonresponse adjustment cells that are associated with the survey outcomes may result

in areduction in variance when using a weighting class mean.

5. BiasReduction Dueto Weighting

Earlier in the appendix, we displayed differences between the average characteristics of
respondents and nonrespondents in terms of basic demographics, TANF and food stamp
participation, and employment outcomes. We now examine how representative the respondents
are when weighted by the 24-month follow-up survey weights. Our anaysis reveds that for
these variables, the weighted proportions for respondents are very close to the population
proportions (Exhibit F.7). As a consequence, the error rates tend to be low; the exceptions tend

toinvolve very sparsely populated cells.

C. ESTIMATION METHODS AND MEASURES OF PRECISION
1. General Procedures

For this evaluation, we did not perform explicit sampling in our selection of the sample. We
therefore constructed weights solely to address missing data (as described in Appendix C of
Fraker et a. 2004). In computing estimates for the report, the choice of weights depended on the
data source from which the analysis variable was computed. Since variables constructed from

state administrative data rarely contained missing values, no weighting was used to compute

F-18



'S99 [0JUS HJOAN-01-01e) AN JO ABAINS dn-mo| [0} LIUOW-7Z £0-TO0Z :92.n0S

CETCT ¢CE9ET Lv8C'T €888T <20ECT 86¢E'T 0€86°0 ¢6¢ST G6SET VVET <vor'tT (vz'9) Anu3 BV Skes A OM1 ployssnoH

dPISINO BUIAIT UBIP|IYD /M S| [0JuT Jo “doid

6TLTT TC9C'T O0L90T LI8Y'T <ZS9r'T 6VEE'T €66T'T 80T¥r'T ¥92¢'T TT90T €99C'T (81°9) Anu3 BNV Jed A pU03SS

ayy Buun@ ssauisig LR A JO Xopu| Ues N

81T €G.0T LvEOT 608CT 080VT SOTT'T €88C'T 9EveET €9.0T P6STT Tvc0T (91°g) Anuz el v Sk A

OM ] 3WOOU | pjoyesnoH AJYIUO A [e10] Ues |\

00T €9ST'T 80860 TI/9T 8991 /€/60 90/6'0 08.F'T 998TT /6960 TO9T'T (8'9) Anu3 L1V SIS A OM L

PRH gor [edioulid ay) uo sfepn AlINoH ues

629L0 V¥80V'T €0.6'0 0808T €L.0T YEET'T G98L°0 €200T €EeTT €8860 ¢€6T0T (€g) Anug BV

siea A oM pafojdwz sse|j04u3 Jo uoniodoid

80VT'T G090T 09.0T wv9C'T <Z8VS'T 6660'T 8T0C'T GZITT 99/0T <ZOITT 8ES0T (T°Q) Anu3a BV Jes A puodss

a1 Buling paAojdw3 ssa|joJu3 Jo uoniodoid

66860 16860 09680 €SYT'T ¥8SC'T 099T'T 85060 SSTTT /260 L6LTT €6260 (TT "9) INV.L PoARIY OYM SR [0JuT

Joy ‘Anuz L1V smes A oM 11jsusd 4N VL Ues |\

e80T €EVe6'0 /L2660 <C9eC'T <ZS9r'T €880'T 695980 ST6TT 0T <2veT'T 9v.6°0 (TT'9) Anug el v Sk A

oM] 4NV.1 Buinieosy se9)joJu3 Jo uoiiodold

0€¢T'T 0€S0T 0/90T 029C'T 0891 0880T 06ZT'T  0OT€ECT 0€80T O0SOT'T 08S0°T IV BAO

VM euBlIA 1400  xuweoud emdepe|iud  SIAUSEN SeNMeMIN  UMOM H oBeolyD  uosog 0D (lBquinN 1q1Iyx3 g "ddy) ainses |\ W00
BWDEA  OM apNT 1S alowneg

AIALNS dN-MOT104 HLNOIN-¥Z IHL WOYHd d31ONYISNOD SITaVIdVA d31LO03713S
SIHOEAM ASAANS NI ALITIGVIIVA OL INA S103443 NOIS3d

9’4 119IHX3

F-19



TI8 0SS 9/Zz 06T TOZ'E 828 6v2'c 681'C /08 GI9 vz 1.1 ,9ZIS 9|dwes

0- v I €8 9 8 O 2 12 0 0 0 - e T 0 67 6V wewljoiu3 Aje3
60 /6 8 T 62 62 TO0 26 26 ET- 06 88 -— P p 60- 65 6S S11jausq duwels poo4
/0 9% /6 -— ( q .0 26 € O /8 /8 -— p p Ty 1€ €€ s)jouaq ANV.L
- p p Z26- 6y Gr O GG G O 8 8 -— p p TT- 1. 1. sbuiure

Hmc‘_ooc_ JO S321N0S
GGT OT 2T -— e 9 - e or v0 € € -— ® T — 9 2 ewo|dip 'S'H ueyialo\
16 ¢ [l -— e ¥ — ® 22 90 8 8 -— ® 8¢ -— 9 2 ewo|dip jooyss ybiH
66- @9 19 -— e 08 -— ®© /9 V0 65 65 - ® 09 — 9 2 ewo|dip 'S'H Uey1ssa7

uoIieonp3

- e € - e S - e or -— 9 2 - e 1% - 9 2 B [|0JuT MIM e PRl IN
- e q - e 0 - e q TL 1 T - e q - q q By10
- e q - e or -— e ¢ 60 9 9 - e € - q q olUedsIH
- e 8 — e 8 — e oS TO 16 16 -— ® 09 TT 08 18 dluedsIH-uou Yoe|g
- e IT — e v - e 22 T0 ¢ I4 - e L 1% /T 8T dlueds|H-uou ‘alyM

Aoy pue soey
- e or — ® L - e or /T- 2T ¢ -— e L ¥0- 02 6T pl0 seak O Ueyl aIo N
- e 8 - e GG -— e VA A A &g ¢ — e S 90 85 85 plosesh oy - G2
- e g - e ge - e & L€ G 9 - e I <¢T- € a2 plosieah Gz ueyrssa

Juaw | joJug MIM e 3By

Z0 66 66 -— @ S 8¢- 9% 6 TO0 6 L6 -— e 6 2T 16 26 dlewsH

sy Vv o sy Vv o aky Vv o ey Vv o sy Vv o sy Vv o a1ISLBITRRYD

JoJi3 JoJi3 JoJi3 JoJi3 JoJi3 JoJi3
3[IAUseN SMeM[IIN JUoM 14 0bedIyd uosog ‘0D aJownfeg
(sebeusosed)

(V) S3SVO 11V HLIM (H) SLNIANOLSIH AIAHNS AILHOIFM 40 NOS 19 VdINOD

L4 119IHX3

F-20



a|qe| e Jou

ereq p ‘Bussiwale sanfeAay) Jo wsosed 0z Ueyl 3I0 A 0 ‘1s34a1ul Jo dnoub By J0) SUOITRAISSTO SAI) Uey) SS9 g 'S9S20 PaJoA0ouUn U0 BIRP SN ON B

"SS9 10 Ju2ed Oz S1elep BuissIw Wall JO el 8yl ULaym paliodal afe SOISIeIS elep Buissiw wall 199J2. 10U op Sazis a|dwes .

"JUBLU|[0JUS OM-01-8124 B/ 4O Jerenb ays urawoou] |

Vv /(V-¥) 00T ®Rrlioiz

BIED SAIRIS IUILIPe 9723 Pue ‘sseiuel I Ag papinoid elep ST wWeiBoud ‘ssejjoue MM JO ASAINS suljesed Z00Z-666T 99.N0S

8T9  /6€ 1€€ 292 ez 8T 16V 982 EVYSZ SL0T ,9Z1S 9(dwes
0 €9 € 0 99 99 0 £ £ 0 €€ € 0 Iy ¥ wewijouz A3
S p 6T- G € L0- 16 06 €2 16 68 TTI- 16 G6 siijouaq duweis pood
S p Z¢- v6 w6 ST v. S, T 88 98 0 86 86 sijausq ANVL
=P p 9¢ ¥T v 6T 6. L. vv 0S5 & O 6. 6L sbuiure
Hw_\cooc_ JO S92IN0S
- 0 9 T6- 0T O -— 9 2 - 9 14 S - S ewo|dip 'S'H uey1 810
- 0 0 vT 1€ 2¢€ - 0 2 - 9 GT — @ €C ewodip jooyos ybIH
- 2 0 T0 65 65 - 0O o - 9 8 - ® 1. ewo|dIp 'S'H Ueyissa
uo1reonp3
- 2 2 €¢ 8 62 - 9 gt - 9 6 g0 v € uewW | [0Juzg MM e paLLe
e ¢ p - q q == 0 q - 2 8 €6z 1T T BYIO
- P P -— 4 9 - 2 € -~ 2 1§ ¥ 8 ! dluedsiH
S p GoT- ¥T €1 - O 9 - 9 e T 68 06 dlueds|H-Uou oe|g
=P p 8T € &6 -— 0 w - 0 1T G/1- 2 T 9lueds|H-uou ‘81YM
Apiuy3 pue sgey
0 vT ¢TI 98 I ST 18 8 L - 0 L - 2 €T plosteah o teyralo
o ¥S ¥S €0- /S /S 9Z 67 1§ -~ 2 e - 0 85 plostesh oy - G2
0 € € G¢ 62 8 VI- w w - 9 s -— 9 62 plostesh Gz ey s
uswW|joJug MIM R 8By
o- L L 0 8. 8 90 ¥ S - 09 S6 0 66 66 afewsH
9y V o o9’ V o 8B4 V o 8B4 V o 8rd V Y ansLeIzeRyD
JoJ13 Jol3 JoJ13 Jol3 JoJ13
VW BUDE A eIUuIBITA SO\ EECENES X1US0Ud eiydppe|iud

(penunuod) 24 1I9IHX3

F-21



means and proportions from these data. The coverage weights were constructed to address the
problem of undercoverage and applied to variables computed from BIF datain computing means
and proportions.® The 12-month follow-up survey weights, which were constructed to address
both undercoverage and nonresponse to this survey, were applied to 12-month follow-up survey
outcome variables in computing means and proportions.” Weights to account for nonrespondents
of the 24-month follow-up survey data were constructed separately from those for the 12-month
survey, as the set of covered and responding individuals differed for Wave 2. These Wave 2
weights were applied to the 24-month follow-up survey outcome variables in computing means
and proportions.

Standard errors of our estimates are presented in Appendix C. These estimates provide the
reader with the information necessary to assess the precision of the means and proportions
presented in this report. Standard errors of survey-based estimates were computed using standard
survey procedures in SUDAAN version 8 and SAS version 8. These methods are often referred
to as robust variance estimation or variance estimation via Taylor series linearization methods,
and we used them to account for the variability in the coverage weights, the 12-month follow-up

survey weights, and the 24-month follow-up survey weights.

2. Replication Methods and Variance Estimation for Cross-Wave Comparisons

While the variance estimation procedures described in the previous subsection can be
applied to both Wave 1 or Wave 2 survey data, they cannot be applied when computing
differences between Wave 1 and Wave 2 outcomes because the two samples are not independent.

Furthermore, response and coverage patterns differ across the two waves of data. Hence, basing

® These weights were also applied to variables from state administrative datain West Virginia, where we were
unable to obtain administrative data for noncovered cases due to legal issues involving consent to participate in the
study.

" Refer to Fraker et al. (2004), Appendix C, for details
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the statistical tests on only those who responded to both surveys would decrease the estimates
efficiency, as we would lose a substantial number of observations.

Computing variance that accounts for different response and/or coverage patterns across
surveys is complex. As an dternative, we generated replicate weights to obtain variance
estimates of the outcome differences between Wave 1 and Wave 2 with a replication method.
We used the jackknife method to generate these replicate weights, calculated a series of replicate
weights, and attached them to each record in the dataset. Fifty replicate weights were created
separately for Wave 1 and Wave 2 data, and independently for each of the sites. The number of
replicate weightsis the same for al sites and across waves.

When using the jackknife replication method, deleting selected cases from the full sample
generates the prescribed number of replicates. Prior to computing the replicate weights, we
created fifty replicates based on cases in the baseline survey. First, within each site, we sorted
the file by person ID. Within this sorted file, we identified 50 mutually exclusive and exhaustive
systematic subsamples of the full sample. A jackknife replicate was then obtained by dropping
one subsample from the full sample.

Next, as each replicate was constructed, we applied the entire weighting process—including
the Wave 1 nonresponse adjustment and post-stratification adjustment, and the Wave 2
nonresponse adjustment and post-stratification adjustment as applied to the full sample—
separately to each of the jackknife replicates to produce a set of replicate weights for each
record. In addition, the weights were adjusted by multiplying by a factor of 50/49 to account for
dropping one subsample in the creation of replicates. Finaly, the series of jackknife replicate
weights (JIKW1_1-JKW1 50 for Wave 1; JKW2_ 1-JKW2_50 for Wave 2) was attached to the

final data in order to construct jackknife replication variance estimates. These replicate weights
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were used to estimate the variances of the estimates of the differences between Wave 1 and
Wave 2 statistics.

Estimation of the variance through a jackknife method is performed by taking differences
between the point estimates computed based on replicate samples and that using the full sample.
For a stratified sample, the general formula for the jackknife variance estimator in SUDAAN

(RTI 2001) can be expressed as:

Viack (é) = Z h%Zi (éhi - é)z

where:

N, isthe number of primary sampling units (PSUs) or clusters within the stratum h
D,, isthenumber of PSUs or clusters deleted in creating the replicate

S, isthe number of replicates selected

éhi Is the estimate of the parameter 8 from thei-th replicate of the h-th stratum

6 isthe estimate based on the entire/full sample

In this case, 6 is defined as the difference between Wave 1 and Wave 2 estimates, 6 = él - 5?2 ,

where;

él is the Wave 1 estimate based on the entire/full sample
éz Is the Wave 2 estimate based on the entire/full sample

Note that éhi should be calculated in the same fashion as 6.

As described in the previous paragraphs, jackknife replicate weights were constructed
without stratification and based on fifty random groups. In this case, we view the sample as if it
came from a single big stratum containing fifty clusters. One cluster was randomly deleted to
construct areplicate, and all fifty possible replicates were selected. Consequently, the multiplier

for jackknife variance estimation can be
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N,—D, _50-1_49
D,S, 1x50 50

for this stratum. The ssimplified jackknife variance estimator can thus be expressed as:
N_492 /- 4
Vaus (6) = 55 (6 -6)

where this formula can be computed easily using a macro that loops 50 times.

2
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The following pages summarize selected earlier reports on the results of the National
Evaluation of the Welfare-to-Work Grants Program, undertaken by Mathematica Policy

Research Inc., and its subcontractors the Urban Institute and Support Services International .

1. “Targeted Help for the Hard to Employ: Outcomes of Two Philadelphia Welfare-to-
Work Programs’ (VanNoy and Perez-Johnson, August 2004)

This report examines the outcomes of participants in two programs that were central to
Philadelphia’ s WtW strategy: the Regional Service Centers (RSCs) and the Transitional Work
Corporation (TWC). These programs differed in that the RSCs offered 30 days of basic job
search assistance to the broad WtW-eligible population, while TWC provided paid work
experience for up to six months and targeted those with little or no work experience. The study
examined the employment, earnings, and TANF receipt outcomes of participants in these

programs. Key findings included the following:

« TWC and RSC participants worked more, earned more, and were less likely to
receives TANF after program entry. Participants in both programs had increases in
employment immediately after program entry, followed by declines. One-and-a-half
years after program entry, participants from both programs still had higher
employment rates than before program entry. They also had higher earnings and
lower rates of TANF receipt than before program entry.

» Consistent with the targeting and sequencing of the programs, RSC and TWC
participants differed in their outcomes over time. RSC participants had higher rates
of employment, higher earnings, and lower rates of TANF receipt than TWC
participants one and a half years after program entry. However, RSC and TWC
participants also differed in their employment, earnings, and TANF receipt prior to
program entry.

* Observable factors explained RSC and TWC participants difference in
employment and some of their differences in earnings and TANF receipt.
Controlling for demographic characteristics, prior work and TANF receipt, and
economic conditions accounts for the simple observed differences in the percentage
of RSC and TWC participants employed one and a half years after program entry.
Differences in earnings and TANF receipt remained, with about one-third of the
difference explained by these observable factors.



2. “Welfareto-Work Grants Programs:

Further research is needed to clarify how programs like the RSCs and TWC
contribute to participant outcomes. The results offer a hint that the intensive TWC
intervention might have partially made up for the greater employment challenges
faced by TWC participants. However, the study raises questions that only a more
rigorous evaluation can answer—most notably, how did TWC participants outcomes
compare to how they would have fared in the absence of this intervention?

(Nightingale, O’Brien, Eigner, Pindus, and Trutko, November 2003)

This report, based on telephone calls to WtW grant administrators in 2003, documented
program status, future plans, program adjustments, and lessons from WtW. Most programs were
phasing down at the time of this study—two sites completed their grant periods in 2001; the
othersin late 2003 or early 2004. Enrollment continued until about six months before the grant
ended. About one month before the end-date, remaining participants were usualy transferred to

other, mainly WIA-funded, programs.

particular groups, especialy noncustodial fathers. Among the main findings were:

In most sites, long-term funding for programs was uncertain. Administrators were
especially concerned about whether TANF or WIA funds would be available to serve
participants who were hardest to employ. Some programs (in about two-thirds of the
sites) expected being able to continue for a year or two using TANF or WIA funds.

No adjustments were made due to TANF or WIA policies or the economy.
Although many participants hit time limits, WtW and TANF were able to help—for
example, via more job development, or moving cases to state-funded welfare. There
was some concern that one-stop career centers might not be sensitive to welfare
recipients, but in only one study site did a center decrease its priority on welfare
clientsin 2003. Despite the slow economy in 2003, participants were still able to find
jobs, but it took longer and they had fewer options (e.g., lower wages, fewer hours per
week). Employer partnerships, however, were harder to maintain because firms were
less able to commit to hiring individuals who successfully completed the programs.

Grantee administrators were generally positive about the WtW grants program and
its legacy. In particular, they cited (1) the local flexibility in program design and (2)
the momentum to increase collaboration among WIA, TANF agencies, and
community-based organizations.

Adjusting to Changing Circumstances’

In half the sites, there was increased emphasis on



The report noted several key lessons learned from the WtW programs, chiefly:

» Complicated €eligibility criteria contribute to operational difficulties. Program start-

3. “Giving Noncustodial Parents Options. Employment and Child Support Outcomes of

up was delayed as inter-agency agreements were developed to verify eigibility and
refer individuals from TANF. Congress broadened eligibility in 1999, in a move
welcomed by programs, but to little effect. Programs had already been designed,
service contracts were in effect, and WtW-TANF agreements continued to use the
original rules.

Longer-term or permanent funding is important when targeting hard-to-serve
groups. Program development, recruitment, and referral took longer than expected.
The five-year period was considered too short.

More specific technical assistance on service issues is important. Grantees were
glad to have discretion in programming, but reported that they would have liked more
help on some issues, such as understanding TANF policies, performance goals, and
data systems, and effective recruitment and outreach strategies.

the SHARE Program” (Perez-Johnson, Kauff, and Her shey, October 2003)

This report examined a special initiative called SHARE (Support Has a Rewarding Effect)
that operated with WtW grant support and targeted noncustodial parents (NCPs) in three counties
in the state of Washington. SHARE offered three options to NCPs whose children were receiving
TANF and who were in arrears of their child support obligations: (1) start paying support, (2)
enroll in a WtW program, or (3) face possible incarceration. The main objective of the study
was to examine the employment, earnings, and child support outcomes from this innovative
collaboration involving the welfare system, child support enforcement agencies, the workforce

investment system, and employment and training providers.

following:

NCPs took different paths through SHARE. About half of the targeted NCPs
appeared at a mandatory hearing at which the program was explained to them. Many
NCPs never learned about SHARE because staff could not |ocate them.

NCPs worked more, earned more, and paid more child support after referral to
SHARE than before. The employment rate among all NCPs referred to SHARE
increased from one-quarter just before referral to one-third in the quarter of referral,
and remained about one-third for the following nine quarters. Average earnings
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increased 39 percent between the quarter immediately preceding referral and the
quarter of referral, and continued to climb. The rate of child support payment nearly
doubled just after referral and consistently exceeded pre-referral highs.

» Outcomes improved for NCPs who took part in SHARE, but also for those who did
not. NCPs who appeared at a hearing and learned about SHARE nevertheless had
higher employment rates, average earnings, and child support payments than NCPs
who never appeared at such a hearing.

» SHARE probably contributed to the observed increases in employment, earnings,
and child support payments. Factors other than SHARE—such as unobserved
characteristics of the NCPs or natural ebbs and flows in their employment and ability
to pay support—probably played some role in the outcomes observed. However,
differences in key outcomes for NCPs who took different paths through the
initiative—insignificant before referral to SHARE—become more marked and
significant after referral to the program. This suggests that al or some of SHARE's
components may have played arole in the improvements observed for NCPs who did
engagein theinitiative.

4. “The Implementation of the Welfare-to-Work Grants Program” (Nightingale, Pindus,
Trutko, and Eigner, August 2002)

The evaluation’'s process and implementation component was the subject of this report,
which described the service delivery operations of WtW-funded programsin 11 study sites. The
findings—based on formal site visits, interviews with administrators and staff, and analyses of

program management data—included:

» The programs were decentralized. There were more than 90 programs—some
operating in multiple locations—that used varying service delivery organizations and
different arrangements for collaboration with TANF agencies. WIBs were the most
common grantee, and most had a formal arrangement with TANF agencies; for
example, to operate all or part of the TANF work program. Nonprofit organizations
(and one university) also played a major role, typically as program operators under
subcontract to a WtW grantee or as providers of special services.

» Sites used one of three general program models, reflecting their primary approach.
Among the 11 sites, the following approaches were identified: (1) Enhanced Direct
Employment Models, which emphasized individualized pre-employment job search
assistance, counseling, case management, and post-employment support; (2)
Developmental/Transitional Employment Models emphasizing skills devel opment,
usually in atransitional, subsidized, or community service job; and (3) Intensive Post-
Employment Skills Development Models, wherein the dua objectives were job
retention and skills development for individuals who have already started ajob.
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» Employment pathways varied, but most enrollees who found employment received
only job readiness and search assistance. In the eight sites where data were
available, about half of the participants obtained regular unsubsidized employment.
Regardless of the program model, about 60 percent of participants who became
employed, did so with just job search assistance or job readiness services. Another 20
percent became employed after participating in a transitional or subsidized job, and 5
percent after receiving job training or education. The rest (15 percent) received a mix
of services from the program (job search assistance along with a transitional job and
possibly training or education.

» Sites used several innovative strategies. While this component of the evaluation did
not address program effectiveness, a number of potentially promising approaches
were identified in the sites. Among these were: (1) extensive involvement of
nonprofit organizations as program operators and special service providers,
particularly to provide services to special populations; (2) collaborations with
employers—for example, in designing pre-employment components, sponsoring
internships, and partnering with post-employment skills development; and (3)
transitional work components, such as paid community service jobs, part-time
community service job plus wrap-around education, supervised temporary
employment, sheltered workshops, and on-the-job training. Nearly all grantees
operated the latter to some extent, with the aim of providing a bridge to regular
employment.

» Thefindings suggest a number of policy and operations lessons for serving welfare
recipients and low-income parents with employment problems. Among them: (1)
detailed €ligibility and fiscal provisions can delay program implementation; (2)
temporary funding and authority imposes added challenges to program
implementation; (3) programs benefit from public and private partnerships and
collaborations at the local level; and (4) carefully designed programs can reach
populations with serious employment problems—particularly those utilizing
nonprofit community-based organizations and systematic outreach and recruitment
efforts, and offering comprehensive services.

5. “Doing What It Takes: Understanding the Costs of DOL Welfare-to-Work Grants
Programs, Final Report” (Perez-Johnson, Strong, and VanNoy [with Nagatoshi], June
2002)

This report examined the costs of 18 WtW programs in nine sites that operated with federal
grant support. The main objectives of the analysis were to understand the cost structure of
selected programs, and the factors influencing it. Program evaluators and planners should find

this information useful in assessing the outcomes of WtW programs and in making decisions



about future programs with similar objectives. Key findings from the study included the

following:

» The average WtW program spent $3,607 to serve each participant. The least costly
W1tW program spent $1,887 per participant, while the most costly spent $6,641.

« WiW costs per participant reflected meaningful differences in program design.
Variations in WtW costs per participant reflected three dominant service approaches.
Enhanced Direct Employment programs (average cost: $3,559) emphasized quick
entry to employment while also offering pre-employment preparation and retention
support. Transitional Employment programs either emphasized paid work experience
(average cost: $4,346) or helped WtW participants prepare for jobs with employer
partners (average cost: $4,513). Post-employment Services programs cost less
(average cost: $2,178) because they provided mostly intensive case management to
already employed individuals.

* WtW programs cost more than WIN, less than Supported Work, and about the
same as JOBS programs. Differences in WtW costs per participant as compared to
earlier interventions reflected three factors. First, WtW programs targeted hard-to-
employ individuals who were excluded from participation mandates (as in WIN) or
often deferred from participation (as in WIN and JOBS). Second, although WtW
programs did not emphasize education and training (asin JOBS), they sought to build
a foundation for employment through direct work experience and other skill upgrade
activities more closely linked to employment. Third, to maintain their simultaneous
focus on employment and human capital development for hard-to-employ
participants, WtW programs expanded case management and other services.
Nevertheless, WtW efforts were not as comprehensive as those undertaken by
Supported Work programs.

» Future efforts could cost as much as, or more than, WitW. Expanded individual and
aggregate TANF work regquirements may motivate states to continue to focus on hard-
to-employ individuals and even intensify elements such as structured job readiness,
paid work experience, or post-placement case management—which could raise
average costs. Increased flexibility in program design could also lead to greater use
of education and training activities, which might aso be costly.

6. “Serving Noncustodial Parents. A Descriptive Study of Welfare-to-Work Programs’
(Martinson, Trutko, and Strong, December 2000)

This report examines the strategies used by 11 WtW grantees to design programs for and
delivery services to low-income noncustodial parents (NCPs). Two of the sites were in-depth
study grantees for the formal WtW evaluation; the other nine were selected to represent a range

of services and approaches. Six of the programs were operated by workforce development
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agencies, four by nonprofit community-based organizations, and one by a corrections
department. The programs brought together a wide range of partners, including workforce
development agencies, child support agencies, courts, and TANF agencies. For most grantees,
the availability of the WtW funds often spurred an interest in—or further impetus for—serving

NCPs.

* Programs used similar services, focusing primarily on job search assistance. All
programs conducted some type of employability assessment and job search assistance
(usualy in a group setting) and post-employment support to help participants retain
jobs. The programs also provided a case manager for each participant. Some
programs offered education and job training, but most participants were uninterested,
preferring to get aregular job. Parenting and relationship services were typically not
emphasized, although a few programs placed high priority on these issues (al
programs could refer participants to other special agencies for assistance).

* A variety of public and private organizations can establish and operate programs
for NCPS. no single model or provider is necessarily preferable, and collaboration
among agencies can ensure arange of services to address families’ varied problems

* Outreach and recruitment are major components of—and challenges to—NCP
programs. The target population was difficult to reach and often initially reluctant to
participate, fearing repercussions from the child support enforcement agency.
Programs developed a variety of approaches to outreach and to retaining participants
in the program once enrolled.

* A combination of positive incentives and pressures may prove more successful than
either a voluntary or harshly punitive program. Positive incentives may not only
enhance outcomes, but facilitate recruitment. Among the positive incentives for
participating were employment services, transportation assistance, vouchers for work-
related expenses, and help in communicating with the child support agency.
Requirements and sanctions in some programs took the form of a threat of
incarceration for nonpayment of child support. Most programs, though, were
voluntary.

» Helping NCPs understand and navigate the child support enforcement system may
be an important program service. Most of the programs incorporated some focus on
child support, including helping participants work with child support, often with a
designated worker at the child support agency.



7. “Further Progress, Persistent Constraints. Findings from a Second Survey of the
Welfareto Work Grants Program” (Perez-Johnson, Her shey, and Bellotti, June 2000)

This report documented the continuing implementation progress of the WtW grants
program. To capture changes as program implementation advanced, the survey of WtW grantees
nationwide, noted above, was repeated in late 1999. Although this second survey identified
signs of progress, it also found that the eligibility criteria continued to constrain enrollment
(Congressional action to expand the eligible population had not yet taken effect at the time of the
survey). Other findings suggested some operational changes, but confirmed many of the

findings from the first survey. The main findings from the second survey were as follows:

 WtW program implementation had advanced but participation levels till 1agged.
Most grantees, except those who were recently funded, were delivering services and
operating at a somewhat larger scale than that observed in the first survey a year
earlier. However, restrictive digibility rules still in effect in late 1999 continued to
impede enrollment. As aresult, the average pace of enrollment had not increased.

* The scale at which WtW programs were projected to operate remained modest.
Respondents to the second survey had formulated more conservative participation
targets, largely reflecting the enrollment difficulties encountered prior to the survey.
Despite the declines in TANF rolls, survey respondents perceived no decline in
overall need for WtW services.

» Grantees emphasized unsubsidized employment but set realistic placement goals.
While an unsubsidized job was the ultimate goa for al WtW participants,
respondents expected some program attrition and had some reservations about the
availability of jobs. They anticipated placing somewhat less than half of all WtwW
enrollees in unsubsidized employment.

* Most placements to date had been in low-wage, service occupations. Grantees
moved expeditiously to place WtW participants enrolled in their programs. They
succeeded in placing about a quarter of their projected placements—more than 50,000
individuals. Most participants were placed in services and administrative support
positions, which were available even to those with limited skills and poor work
history.  Participants placement wages averaged just $6.81 per hour and
opportunities for advancement appeared limited.
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8. “Early Implementation of the Welfare-to-Work Grants Program, Report to Congress’

(Perez-Johnson and Hershey, March 1999)

This report responded to a congressional mandate for rapid findings on WtW program
implementation. Responses to an early survey of WtW grantees nationwide, conducted at the
end of 1998, provided an outline of the federally funded WtW programs and their initial start-up
experiences. The WtW grantee survey provided an overall description of program structure,

sponsorship, target populations, services provided, scale of operations, outcomes achieved, and

challenges encountered. Early survey findings included the following:

From the outset, WtW programs emphasized rapid attachment to supportive work.
WIW grantees allocated substantial resources to getting participants quickly into work
activities. In addition, the grantees emphasized supported employment—through
wage subsidies and worksite training—over simple placement in regular jobs.

Grantees were in the very early stages of implementation. About half of the
grantees surveyed were not awarded grants until the latter part of 1998, and it took
them several months to begin delivering services. By late 1998, about 40 percent of
grantees had started enrolling participants—but each had enrolled an average of only
60 people. Many grantees were having trouble recruiting at their anticipated pace in
the early months, suggesting that overall enrollment numbers could be lower than
grantees had planned.

Grantees felt that the WIW eligibility criteria were too strict. Most grantees reported
that the origina eligibility criteria excluded some people from their programs who
had serious barriers to employment, most notably individuals who had earned a high
school credential but still had low skills.
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This appendix provides a comprehensive list of reports prepared under the National
Evaluation of the Welfare-to-Work Grants Program. All of these reports were submitted to the
evaluation’s project officer, Alana Landey, in the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning
and Evaluation, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Most can be downloaded from

the sections of the ASPE and M PR websites that are devoted to the evaluation:

http://aspe.hhs.gov/hsp/hspwel fare. htm#WitW

http://www.mathematica-mpr.com/welfare/welwork1.asp

Printed copies of reports can be obtained by calling the MPR publications department at (609)

275-2350.

A. CORE EVALUATION

Fraker, Thomas M., Alan M. Hershey, Dan M. Levy, Demetra S. Nightingale, Irma Perez-
Johnson, Robert B. Olsen, and Rita A. Stapulonis. “The National Evaluation of the Welfare-
to-Work Grants Program: Final Report.” Washington, DC: Mathematica Policy Research,
Inc., September 2004.

Fraker, Thomas M., Dan M. Levy, Robert B. Olsen, and Rita A. Stapulonis. “The Welfare-to-
Work Grants Program: Enrollee Outcomes One Year After Program Entry, Report to
Congress.” Washington, DC: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., February 2004.

Nightingale, Demetra Smith, Carolyn Taylor O’ Brien, Michagl Eigner, Nancy Pindus, and John
Trutko. "Welfare-to-Work Grants Programs. Adjusting to Changing Circumstances.”
Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., November 2003.

Nightingale, Demetra Smith, Nancy Pindus, John Trutko, and Michad Eigner. “The
Implementation of the Welfare-to-Work Grants Program.” Princeton, NJ. Mathematica
Policy Research, Inc., August 2002.

Perez-Johnson, Irma, Debra Strong, and Michelle VanNoy (with contributions by Charles
Nagatoshi). “Doing What It Takes: Understanding the Costs of DOL Welfare-to-Work
Grants Programs, Final Report.” Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., June
2002.

Nightingale, Demetra Smith. “Program Structure and Service Delivery in Eleven Welfare-to-
Work Grant Programs.” Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, January 2001.



Fender, Lynne, Alan Hershey, and Demetra Smith Nightingale. “Welfare-to-Work Grant
Programs Tackle Recruitment Challenges. The National Evaluation of the Welfare-to-Work
Grants Programs.” Occasional Brief, Series No. 00-01. Washington, DC: The Urban
Institute, November 2000.

Perez-Johnson, Irma, Alan M. Hershey, and Jeanne Bellotti. “Further Progress, Persistent
Constraints: Findings from a Second Survey of the Welfare-to-Work Grants Program.”
Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., June 2000.

Nightingale, Demetra Smith, Terri Thompson, Nancy Pindus, Pamela Holcomb, Edgar Lee,
Jesse Valente, and John Trutko. “Early Implementation of the Welfare-to-Work Grants
Program: Findings from Exploratory Site Visits and Review of Program Plans.” Princeton,
NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., February 2000

Hershey, Alan M., Thomas M. Fraker, Demetra Nightingale, Stephen H. Bell, and Rita
Stapulonis. “The National Evaluation of the Welfare-to-Work Grants Program: Design
Report.” Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., October 1999.

Perez-Johnson, Irma, and Alan M. Hershey. “Early Implementation of the Welfare-to-Work
Grants Program, Report to Congress.” Princeton, NJ. Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.,
March 1999.

B. TRIBAL EVALUATION

Hillabrant, Walter, Judy Earp, Mack Rhoades, Jr., and Nancy Pindus. “Overcoming Challenges
to Business and Economic Development in Indian Country.” Princeton, NJ. Mathematica
Policy Research, Inc., August 2004.

Hillabrant, Walter, Mack Rhoades, Jr., and Nancy Pindus. “Operating TANF:. Opportunities
and Challenges for Tribes and Tribal Consortia.” Princeton, NJ. Mathematica Policy
Research, Inc., August 2003.

Hillabrant, Walter, Mack Rhoades, Jr., Nancy Pindus, and John Trutko. “The Evaluation of the
Tribal Welfare-to-Work Grants Program: Initial Implementation Findings.” Princeton, NJ:
M athematica Policy Research, Inc., November 2001.

Hillabrant, Walter, and Mack Rhoades, Jr. “The Evauation of the Tribal Welfare-to-Work
Grants Program: Learning from Tribal Experience.” Princeton, NJ. Mathematica Policy
Research, Inc., December 2000.

C. SPECIAL STUDIES
VanNoy, Michelle, and Irma Perez-Johnson. “Targeted Help for the Hard to Employ: Outcomes

of Two Philadelphia Welfare-to-Work Programs.” Princeton, NJ. Mathematica Policy
Research, Inc., August 2004.



Perez-Johnson, Irma, Jacqueline Kauff, and Alan Hershey. “Giving Noncustodial Parents
Options: Employment and Child Support Outcomes of the SHARE Program.” Princeton,
NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., October 2003.

Martinson, Karin, John Trutko, and Debra Strong. “Serving Noncustodial Parents. A
Descriptive Study of Welfare-to-Work Programs.” Washington, DC: The Urban Institute,
December 2000.

D. SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

Stapulonis, Rita, Shawn Marsh, Jason Markesich, Alan Hershey, Thomas Fraker, and Robert
Olsen.  “The Welfare-to-Work Grants Program 24-Month Follow-up Questionnaire.”
Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2001.

Stapulonis, Rita, Shawn Marsh, Jason Markesich, Alan Hershey, Thomas Fraker, and Robert
Olsen.  “The Wefare-to-Work Grants Program 12-Month Follow-up Questionnaire.”
Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 2000.

Stapulonis, Rita, Shawn Marsh, Jason Markesich, Alan Hershey, and Thomas Fraker. “The
Welfare-to-Work Grants Program Basdline Information Form.” Princeton, NJ
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 1999.

E. PUBLIC USE DATA FILES

Ewell, Daisy and Julie Sykes. “Documentation for Public Use Data Files from the Nationa
Evaluation of the Welfare-to-Work Grants Program.” Washington, DC: Mathematica
Policy Research, Inc., September 2004.

H-5





