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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Bruce Reed 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: Florida's New Welfare Law 

DATE: June 6,1996 

Attached are summaries of Florida's new welfare proposal and the final bill which the 
Governor signed into law on May 16. The little green book is the PR document issued by the 
Legislature. 

I told Governor Chiles of our conversation. He's aware that any existing waiver authority 
would not give Florida all they need to implement our new plan ......... he's also aware that federal 
reform stands a better chance of succeeding than full Congressional approval of a Wisconsin 
"private relief bill" ....... · .................... esp out of the Senate. But, that doesn't mean his little brain 
cells aren't still working out some angle ............ .. 

Please call if you need any additional info ........... HHS folks are quire familiar with our 

new plan ......... 


. attachments 



The W.A.G.E.S. Program 
Work and Gain Economic Self-Sufficiency 


Brief Summary - Conference Report on CS/SB 1662 

As Passed on May 3, 1996 


Requires Work· 

• 	 Adults are required to work or engage in work activities as a condition of receiving 
benefits. Weekly work hours will be the value of cash assistance and food stamps divided 
by the minimum.wage, but not more than 40 hours per week. 

• 	 People who don't comply with work requirements will face immediate sanctions. In some 
circumstances, protective payees may be assigned to manage funds for children of parents 
who fail to comply . 

. Makes Work Pay 

• 	 The rules are changed to remove penalties for working and to provide incentives that 
encourage employment. . 

• 	 Participants can accrue savings to assist in the transition to work and reduce returns to 
welfare. 

• 	 Provides employer incentives to encourage job creation and retention. 

Time Limits 

• 	 Lifetime limit of48 months. 

• 	 For most, there is a 24 month time limit out of any 60 consecutive months. 

• 	 For long term recipients with poor job skills or limited education, the time limit is 36 
months out of 72 months, but not more than 48 months overall .. 

• 	 Hardship exemptions limited to 10% of caseload in first year, 15% in second year and 
20% for third and future years. . 

• 	 Child-only cases (children living with Grandparents or other extended family members) are 
not subject to time limits or work requirements. 
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Child Care 

• 	 Transitional child care available for to 2 years after participants earn their way off 
temporary cash assistance. Copay based on sliding scale. 

• 	 Children of WAGES participants, children at risk of abuse or neglect and children of..1ow 
income working families receive priority for child care. 

• 	 Implements the Child Care Partnership Act to promote child care for working families and 
provide incentives for employers to make contributions which can be matched by public 
funds to create a child care purchasing pool. 

Child Support Enforcement 

• 	 Requires cooperation with child support enforcement as a condition of WAGES program 
eligibility. 

• 	 Toughens garnishment and paternity testing laws. 

• 	 Creates a Commission on Responsible Fatherhood to promote strategies that encourage 
responsible fatherhood and which should be recognized, expanded or replicated. 

Teen Pregnancy Prevention and Teen Parent Requirements 

• 	 Local WA GES Coalitions must create aggressive local programs to reduce teen pregnancy 
and out-of-wedlock births. 

• 	 Teen parents must live at home or under the supervision of a responsible adult and must 
stay in school. ' , 

Governance and Implementation 

• 	 Creates a business-dominated WAGE$ State Program Board and local WAGES Coalitions 
to guide implementation. 

• 	 Provides for phased implementation with,policies that save money implemented first and 
then invested in program measures that require investment. 

• 	 Changes in work activity requirements and setting up WAGES Board and Coalitions can 
be implemented without federal legislation. Sweeping changes in program rules will be 
ready for implementation upon passage of federal welfare reform. 

HRS Economic Services Program 
-:ME IF28.DOC 
May 6,1996 
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SENATE STAFF ANALYSIS AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT 

(This docwnent is based only on the provisions contained in the legislation as of the latest date listed below.) 

I 

Date: March 12, 1996 Revised: 5/15/96 

Subject: Welfare Reform ' 

Analyst Staff Director Reference . Action' 

1. Lucy Hadi Smith WM FavorablelCS 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

I. Summary: 

The bill eliminates individual entitlement to public assistance and creates the Work and Gain 


Economic Self-sufficiency (WAGES) Program to replace the Aid to Families with Dependent 

Children and Job Opportunities and Basic Skills training programs. The WAGES program will 

make available employment assistance, temporary financial assistance, vocational education and 

training, subsidized child 'care and Medicaid to low income one-or two-parent families with 

minor children. The bill establishes a time limit of 24 months consecutive or cumulative out ofa 

60-month period with a lifetime limit of48 months for receipt of public assistance, requires all 

recipients to work and imposes sanctions for noncompliance with program requirements. 


This bill substantially amends, creates, repeals or reenacts the following sections of the Florida 

Statutes: 


Amends: 

Sections 11.50,20.19,39.044,61.30,61.11,97.021, 194.013,212.08,230.2305,239.249, 

239.301,240.35,240.40685,240.61,246.50,402.26, 402.27, 402.301, 402.3015, 402.302, 

402.305,402.3051,402.313,402.315,402.33,402.40, 402.45, 409.178, 409.185, 409.1855, 

409.186,409.2554,4092562,409.2564,409.2566, 409.2567, 409.2572, 409.259, 409.2598, 

409.275,409.295,409.3 15,409.355,409.60,409.25625,409.325,409.3251, 409.328, 409.3282, 

409.335, 409.345,409.903,409.910,409.938,409.942,411.232, 411.242,411.243,415.504, 

420.621,420.625,420.627,421.10,497.419,772.102, 895.02,921.0012,943.05 


Creates: 

Sections 383.0112, 383.0113,383.0114,402.281,402.313,409.179, 409.25644, 409.25645, 

414.015,414.025,414.0252,414.026,414.027, 414.028, 414.055, 414.065, 414.075, 414.085, 

414.095,414.105,414.115,414.125,414.13,414.14.414.15, 414.16, 41~.l7, 414.20, 414.21, 

http:414.095,414.105,414.115,414.125,414.13,414.14.414.15
http:895.02,921.0012,943.05
http:402.305,402.3051,402.313,402.315,402.33,402.40
http:239.301,240.35,240.40685,240.61,246.50,402.26
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414.22,414.23,414.24,414.25,414.26,414.27,414.28, 414.29, 414.31, 414.32, 414.33, 414.34, 

414.35,414.36,414.37,414.38,414.39,414.40,414.41, 414.42,414.43,414.44 and 414.45. 


Repeals: 

Sections 409.026,409.029,409.185,409.1857,409.211, 409.2345, 409.235, 409.2351,409.255, 

409.326,409.327,409.3284,409.921,409.922, 409.923,409.924,409.925,409.926,409.927, 

409.928,409.929,409.930,409.931,409.932, 409.933, 409.934, 409.935, 409.936, 409.937, 

409.939,409.940,409.941,409.943,414.01,414.02, 414.03, 414.04, 414.05, 414.06, 414.07, 

414.08,414.09,414.10,414.11 and 414.12. 


II. 	 Present Situation: 

A. 	 Entitlement to Welfare 
The Aid to Families with Dependent Children Program (AFDC) was created in 1935 to 
provide, temporary assistance for families with dependent children that are deprived ofthe 
principal wage earner by absence, death or disability. As a result ofcourt action over the 
years, AFDC has evolved into an entitlement for individuals to all benefits available through 
the AFDC program and other related components of the Social Security Act including cash 
assistance, free or subsidized child care, Medicaid and child support enforcement. When 
benefits are denied or modified, the recipient is entitled to advance notification and to appeal 
the denial or modification. ' 

B. 	 Time Limits 
A family's eligibility 'for AFDC and related benefits ends when the youngest dependent 
child reaches age 18 or when the family no longer'meets financial eligibility requirements . 

. C. 	 Work Requirements, Work Activities and Sanctions 
Under provisions of the federal Jobs and Basic Skills Training Program (JOBS), at least 
20% ofnonexempt families must be engaged in work or work·related activity. Exempt from 
JOBS requirements are parents whose youngest child is under age three, persons who are ill, 
incapacitated or must care for someone who is ill or incapacitated. Unless the state 
guarantees child care availability and requires no more than 20 hoUrs of work per week, 
parents with children under age six are also exempt. Because of the exemptions, less than 
9% ofthe AFDC families in Florida are involved in JOBS programs through Project 
Independence. 

, 
Participation rates are calculated for each month. In calculating the participation rate, the 
Department ofHealth and Rehabilitative Services (HRS) counts persons whose average 
hours in JOBS activities during the month equal 20 hours per week:. 

JOBS programs include: Assessment (one month); education activities including high school 
or equivalent education, basic and remedial education, and education for those with limited 
English proficiency; jobs skills training; job readiness activities including job development, 
job placement and job search (eight weeks); on-the-job training; community work 

http:414.08,414.09,414.10,414.11
http:409.939,409.940,409.941,409.943,414.01,414.02
http:414.42,414.43,414.44
http:414.35,414.36,414.37,414.38,414.39,414.40,414.41
http:414.22,414.23,414.24,414.25,414.26,414.27,414.28
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experience and postsecondary education. There is no time limit or participation limit on 
education or training services. 

For failure to meet JOBS. requirements without good cause, AFDC benefits may be denied 
to the offending parent and payments forthe children can be made to a third party; 
Sanctions are subject to the "fair hearing" J;>rocess. 

. D. 	 Eligibility, Income Disregards and Benefits 
Minor children and their. custodial parent(s) are eligible if they have been denied the 
financiai support ofone parent through absence, death or disability, have assets excluding 
their home and personal property valued at no more than $1,000 including the market value 
ofa vehicle in excess of$1 ,500, and have income below 31 % of the federal poverty level. 
A portion of the income ofa stepparent is included in caIcuiating AFDC eligibility. For 
AFDC recipients With earned income, the first $30 plus one-third of the remainder is 
disregarded in calculating the benefit amount. 

When eligibility is determined for AFDC, applicants are advised ofother types of assistance 
for which they qualify and can apply for those as well. All nonexempt individuals are· 
referred to Project Independence (Department of Labor and Employment Securi'ty) for 
services under the JOBS program. Referral is made to Child Support Enforcement 
(Department of Revenue) for establishment or enforcement of support orders. 

E. 	 Diversion and Emergency Assistance 
No diversion services or activities are part of the current welfare system. Emergency 
assistance to aid families in meeting ho~ing/shelter emergencies is available. E/lch family 
may receive only one monthly rent or mortgage payment in a 12-month period. 

F. 	 Child Care 
The state must ~tee the availability of child care to AFDC clients if participation in 
employment programs is mandatory. PursUanuo federal law and s. 402.3015, FS, priQrit:}r 
for subsidized child care slots must be given to AFDC recipients. There are currently 

. approximately 61,000 subsidized child care slots administered by the Department ofHealth 
and Rehabilitative Services (HRS) ofwhich 10,800 (17.7%) are being used by children 
whose parents are involved in i>roject Inqependence. Subsidized child care must be 
available for 10 hours each day on 261 days each year. . 

Providers under the subsidized child care program are reimbursed through community 
coordinating agencies (central agencies) at the same average rate whether or not they have 
been licensed or registered by HRS or another approved regulating agency. The ' 
reimbursement rate is set at the 75th percentile of the prevailing market rate for specific 
types ofcare. ' 

The prekindergarten early intervention program operated by the district school boards 
. provides child care services to economically disadvantaged three and four-year-old children 
for six hours a day, 180 days per year, but can be extended for up to 261 days at the option 
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, 

of the local school district. The per child rate for prekindergarten programs is set 
independent of the reimbursement rate for subsidized child care provided to children of the-· same age. , 

G. 	 Transitional and Support Services , 
Transitional child care is provided for up to 24 months for children of families that have 
become ineligible for AFDC due to higher income. Approximately 16,700 children (27.4%) 
in subsidized child care are from these welfare transition families. In addition to subsidized 
child care, families that transition from welfare to work are eligible for up to an additional 
1~ months of Medicaid coverage. 

H. 	 Child Support Enforcement 
Unmarried persons who are receiving public assistance are required under provisions of s. 
409.2572, FS, to fully cooperate with efforts to establish paternity for their dependent 
children, establish a legal obligation by the father for child support and 'collect child support 
for their child. Persons who do not cooperate are subject to having their needs excluded 
from the public aSsistance grant. 

The Child Support Enforcement program of the Department of Revenue is authorized to ask 
the court to deny-or suspend licenses, registration or certificates including the following: 
Teaching certificates (Chapter 231, FS); child care facility licenses, day care licenses or 
registrations (Chapter 409, FS); health care practitioner licenses (Chapter 455, FS); licenses 
issued by the Department of Business and Professional Regulation pursuant to s. 20.165, FS; 
and commercial vessel licenses (s. 327.031, FS). 

I. 	 Fraud 
Any person who provides false or, misleading infonnation for the purpose of becoming 
eligible for public assistance or who intentionally fails to provide infonnation that could 
impact the amount ofpublic assistance received or who knowingly participates in the 
unlawful transfer, traffic, forgery or possession of food stamps, Medicaid eligibility . 
identification or benefits of other federally funded assistance program is guilty of fraud. 
The Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services is required under s. 409.325 and s. 

· 	409.326 to refer all cases in which fraud is suspected. to the Office of the Auditor General, 
Division of Public Assistance Fraud. 

J. 	 Governance and Administration, 
The Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (HRS) is assigned responsibility 
under Chapter 20.19, FS, to administer Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 
and other related programs. HRS contracts with the Department of Labor and Employment 
Security for delivery of federal JOBS program services through Project Independence. 

. ' , .. 

K. 	 Family Transition Program 
During its 1993 session, the Florida Legislature passed the Family Transition Act, Chapter 
93-136, Laws of Florida, that authorized the Department ofHealth and Rehabilitative . 

· Services (HRS) to seek waivers from the U. S. Department of Health and Human Services 
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for the purpose of implementing a welfare-to-work program tb!ough two pilot 
demonstration sites in urban areas. In demonstration projects established in Alachua 
(voluntarY participation) and Escambia (mandatory participation) counties, HRS ..,. 
implemented the following welfare-to-work transition features: 
1. 	 Time limits on receipt of AFDC (24 months in any 60-month period) with limited 

opportunities for hardship exemptions, 
2. Comprehensive family-centered case management, 

3.: Higher earned income disregards (First $200 plus 50% of remainder), 

4. 	 Higher asset limits ($5,000 plus value ofa vehicle up to $8,500), 

5. 	 Disregard of stepparent income for up to six months, 

6. 	 Transitional child care for up to 24 months after AFDC eligibility ends. An income-

based fee is charged during the second year, . 
7. 	 "Bootstrap" training for skills enhancement made available for persons who leave 

AFDC due to employment, 
8. 	 "Learnfare" in which AFDC benefits are suspended if a dependent child accumulated 

excessive school absences or the parent fails to visit with the child's teacher. 
9. 	 Immunization ofall dependent children is required within 12 months; AFDC grant is 

. reduced for noncompliance, and 
10. 	 Incentive payments for employers to encourage er;riployment of hard-to-place clients. 

A two-phase evaluation of the Family Transition Program(FfP) was required by statute. 
The initial phase of the evaluation performed by Manpower Dem<;mstration Research 
Corporation suggested the following: 
1. 	 Time limits are essential, but the 60-month time limit may be too long. 
2. 	 Most participants should be required to participate in work activities first rather than 

assigned to training, the exception being individuals who lack basic literacy skills .. 
·3. Higher earned income disregards and asset limits appear to encourage work and saving. 
4. 	 Extended transitional child care appears to encourage employment. . 
5. 	 Learnfare appears to have a positive impact on child school attendance and is supported 

by the county school system. 

During FYI995-96, HRS expanded the Family Transition Program to six additional sites. 
No evaluative data is available from these new sites at this time. 

III. Effect of Proposed Changes: 

A. 	 Entitlement to Welfare 
This bill eliminates the individual entitlement to AFDC and other related forms of 
assistance. 

B. 	 Time Limits 
This bill imppses a limit 6[24 months consecutive or cumulative within a 60-month period 
and a 48-month lifetime limit for receipt of temporary family assistance. Long-term welfare 
recipients with limited skills and little work experience are eligible for up to 36 months 
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consecutive or cumulative withiri a 72-month period, but are still subject to the 48-month 
lifetime limit. 	 

Exempted from time limits are minor children, including teen parents up t6 age 19, and, 
individuals who 'are eligible for Supplemental Security Income benefits due to age or 
disability. Teen parents are eligible to re.ceive up to an additional 12 months of temporary 
assistance after their nineteenth birthday. 

"Hardship" exemptions from the time limits for up to a total of 12 months may be available 
for individuals who have diligently participated in all program activities and complied with 
all program requirements but have been unable to fmd employment. The cumulative total of 
months in which any individual may receive temporary assistance, inclUding the "hardship" 
months, will not exceed 48 months. The number ofhardship exemptions will be limited to 
no more than 10% of the assistance caseload in the first year, 15% in the second year and 
20% in the third year and all successive years. 

C. 	 Work Requirements. Work Activities and Sanctions 
This bill requires at least one adult in each participating family. to be engaged in work or an 
approved work-related activity for the maximum number of hours each week permitted by 

. federal law, but no individual can be required to work more than 40 hours. Approved work 
activities include: Unsubsidized employment, subsidized employment, community service 
employment, job-search/job readiness (limited to four weeks), job-skills training, on-the-job 
training and.education services for persons under age 20 who have not completed high 
schooL Vocational education or training can only. be c~unted as a person's primary work 
activity for·12 months. No more than 20% ofthe caseload can be engaged in vocational 
education or training as the primary work activity at any given time. 

The WAGES Program State Board is required to develop a performance-based payment 
structure to be used for all WAGES program services that takes into account the degree of 
difficulty associated with placing a WAGES Program participant in ajob, the quality of the 

- placement with regard to salary, benefits and advancemen~ opportunities and the employee's 
retention of the placement. The payment structure will not provide more than 40% of the 
cost of services prior to placement, 50% upon employment placement arid the remaining 
10% if employment is retained for at least six months. This payment structure will also be 
applied to vocational and technical education and training provided to WAGES participants. 

Persons who are placed in unsubsidized employment or subsidized employment will receive 
salary and benefits associated with their positions. Persons who are placed in community 
service jobs or who are assigned to education, training or job readiness will receive pay after 
performance. Under this arrangement, the total amount ofassistance received by the family 
,will be divided by number of work hours in the month. The resulting amount is the hourly 

.	wage to be paid the recipient if all required activities during the month are completed. If the 
participant fails to complete all requirements, the benefit amount will be adjusted on a pro 
rata-basis. Example: Family cash assistance grant is $400 per mon~. $4001l60hrs =$2.50 



\ . I 
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per hour. Parent worksJ5 hours each week for total of 140 hoUrs. "Pay after perfonnance" 
wage: 140 X $2.50 =$350. 

Incentiyes are available to encourage employers to hire WAOES program participants. 
However, an employer who receives an incentiv:e payment is expected to retain the WAGES 
program participant for at least 12 months. , If the employee is dismissed at any time within 

. : ' 12 months after termination of the incentive payment, the employer will be required·to'repaY 
some or all of the incentive received. 

Minor children, parents with children under three months orage, caretakers whose needs are 
not includediri,detennining the family's eligibility and individuals who are eligible for 
Supplemental ,Security Income benefits due to age or disability are exempt from complying 
with work requirements. 

Failure to comply.with work reqUirements r~sults in loss of h-tcome from wages or pay after 
perfonnance. For the second incident ofnoncompliance, benefits including food stamps 
will be suspended until compliance has been achieved for 30 days. For the third incident, 
benefits will be 'lost for three months. Prior to sanction for the second noncompliance being 
imposed, a member of the WAGES program staff will interview the participant to determine 
why compliance has not been achieved and, ifappropriate, will refer the participant for 
services that could assist With achieving compliance. 

) 	 . " 

Upon the second or third occurrence of noncompliance, assistance for children under age 12 
in the family may be continued through a protective payee designated by the Departme~t of 
Health and Rehabilitative Services if it is detem.lined by Children and FamilyServices staff 
to be in the childreri'sbest interest. 

D. 	 Eligibility, Distegardsand' Benefits 
Minor children and their parent(s) are eligible to participate in the WAGES Program if they 
have assets, excluding their home and personal property,,valued at no more than $2,000 plus 
vehicles required for education or employment the cumulative value ofwhich may not 
exceed $8,500, and have income below 31 % ofthe federal poverty level. The income ofa 
stepparent will be excluded in calculating digibility; For WAGES participants with earned 
income, the first $200 plus one·half of the remainder will be disregarded in calculating the 
benefit amount. 

Application or reapplication for public assistance will be made at a one-stop career center 
(Jobs and Benefits Office ·or;other such facility approved by the Jobs and Education, ' 
Partnership). Applicants will be screened for work history as ari indicator ofearly 
employability and, ifemployable, will be referred to the Jobs and Education Regional 
Board. Teen parents, children who are not living with their parents and incapacitated 
individuals will be referred to appropriate service providers .. 
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E. 	 Diversion and Emergency Assistance 
All families who apply for assis~ce through the WAGES program will be screened to. 
determine if provision ofone-time or short-term services could assist them in obtaining or 
maintaining employment and prevent them from entering the welfare caseload. Diversion 
services can include cash, vouchers or in-kind benefits such as shelter or utility payments, 
car repair assistance or emergency food assistance. Assistance is limited to no more than 
the amount the family would be eligible to receive for a 2-month period under the WAGES 
program. If a family that receives diversion aSsistance applies for assistance again within 
three months; the amount of the diversion assistance will be prorated and deducted from any 
future assistance they receive. 

F. 	 Child Care 
1bis bill provides a differential rate for child care provided in unlicensed or informal 
settings. The reimbursement rate for such care cannot exceed 50% 'of the rate paid for child 
care provided in licensed settings. Community coordinating child care agencies (central 
agencies) will be selected by competitive procurement at least once every three years. All 
child care would be subject to payment of income:.based fees. ' 

In terms ofchild care standards, the bill creates a "Gold Seal" level of quality but does not 
provide for a related rate enhancement. The Department is authorized to develop standards 
for voluntary licensure of family day care homes. The bill states as legislative intent that 
family day care homes should be charged residential rather than c.ommercial utility rates and 
exempts family day care homes from the sales tax on utilities. ' 

The Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services and other regulating agencies will 
develop procedures for an abbreviated inspection that would be used for facilities that have 
had no serious (Class lor 2) licensure deficiencies for two consecutive years. Outdoor play 
area space requirements for children under 12 months ofage are eliminated; however, the 
reduction in space requirements is offset by increased availability of age-appropriate play 
equipment. 

Prekindergarten early intervention programs provided through the public school system will 
be required to cooperate with local interagency child care councils in creating a "single 
point ofentry" for early childhood services. Further, interagency councils are required to 
determine which current participants in Prekindergarten programs need extended day 
services and identify how many students who are eligible for enrollment are not enrolled in 
Prekindergarten programs because ofthe current hours/days of availability. Public school 
systems are required to report to the L~gislature by March 1, 1997, the success ofth~ir 
efforts to meet the needs ofcurrent and potential Prekindergarten students for extended 
hours/days ofavailability. 

The Child Care Partnership Act is amended to create a Child Care Executive Partnership 
program for developing flexible local partnerships with employers that extend child care to 
the working poor. Child Care purchaSing pools may be created through community child, 
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care coordinating agencies in which state and federal funds will be matched dollar for dollar 
with funds contributed by employers, local governments and others. 

G. 	 Transitional and Support Services 
This bill makes child care available for up to 24 months for children of families that become 
ineligible for WAGES program benefits as a result ofearnings. Medicaid benefits will be 
available for up to 12 months for families that become ineligible for WAGES program 
benefits as a result of higher income and who are unable to get affordable health insurance 
through their employers. Other support services including transportation, tools, uniforms 
and personal or family counseling (includiilg substance abuse treatment) may be provided if 
necessary for employment or employment-related training. . 

"Bootstrap" training may be aVallable for WAGES program participants who secure and 
retain employment if it is necessary to enhance their job skills or to prepare them for 
advancement. 

H. 	 Child Support Enforcement 
This bill makes cooperation with child support enforcement an eligibility requirement for 
participation in the WAGES program. No benefits will be available to the family until child 
support enforcement cooperation requirements are met. 

Non-custodial parents who have· not met their child , support obligations will be unable to 
apply for food stamps and could be ordered by the court to go to work. In addition to denial 
or revocation ofprofessional licenses as provided in.current law, this bill makes it possible 
for the court to deny recreational hunting and fishing licenses to non-custodial parents who 
have not met their child support obligations. 

This bill authorizes the Department of Revenue to institute one or more pilot programs in 
which administrative rather than judicial processes would be used to secure uncontested 
orders for genetic testing to establish paternity and for establishment of support orders. The 

. Department of Revenue is also authorized to levy on personal property and credits, 
excluding wages, of individuals who are delinquent with child support payments and to 
intercept state warrants issued to those individuals. 

I. 	 Fraud Prevention and Reduction 
This bill directs the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services to create an error
prone case profile in the information systems that support economic services programs and 
to develop automated programs necessary to compare each application for public assistance 
to the error-prone case profile. Each application that meets the error-prone case profile must 
be. investigated prior to the issuance of program benefits. 

The bill also extends the area of responsibility given to the Auditor General's Division of 
Public Assistanc'e Fraud. ' 
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J. 	 Governance and AdmInistration 
This bill creates a WAGES Program State Boar~tthe membership ofwhich is balanced with 
regard to geography, gender and ethnicity, under the direction ofa private sector busmess 
leader and gives it responsibility to develop acomprehensive implementation plan incl~ding 
Ii resource allocation strategy, to charter and charge local WAGES Coalitions and to monitor 
and report progress in implementing the WAGES program. 

Implementation ofthe WAGES program at the community level will be under the leadership 
of local WAGES coalitions. At least one-half of the 'membership ofeach local coalition will 
be from the business community. The coalitions will also include, a representative ofa 
grass-roots economic development organization that serves the poor. Service providers that 
could benefit from WAGES program resources will not be represented on the local 
coalitions. Members of the board of public or private educational ~titutions are also 
excluded from coalition membership, however, county government representative(s) may 
participate as ex officio members. 

The service delivery "front'door" for the WAGES program will be "one-stop" centers 
operated either by Department ofLabor and Employment Security or through Jobs and 
Education Regional Boards. Staffof the Department ofHealth and Rehabilitative Services 
will be collocated in the one-stop centers for temporary fainily assistance, subsidized child 
care and other social and economic services~ ,vocationaleducation and training services 
will be provided through the Jobs and Education Partnership ofEnterprise Florida, Inc., 
pursuant to performanc~-based agreements. 

K. 	 Teen Pregnancy Prevention 
, The'bill creates the Teen Pregnancy Prevention Community Initiative to encourage local 

communities to implement aggressive strategies that reduce teen pregnancy through a 
cOI11bination ofeducational, social, and criminaljustice strategies. 

L. 	 'Implementation 
The effective date for CSSB1662 is July 1, 1996, or upon certification by the Governor that 
H.R.4, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act, or similar federal legislation 
has been enacted. However, the Governor is authorized to implement the WAGES Program 
in phases with provisions that save money being implemented before those that have' 
associated cost. The executive branch is directed to:seek state plan amendments and 
waivers as necessary and practical to implement the W AGES Program as quickly as possible 
consistent with phase-in priorities. ' 

IV. Constitutional Issues: 

A. 	 Municipality/County Mandates Restrictions: 

None. 
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B. Public Records/Open Meetings Issues: 

None. 

.' C. Trust Funds Restrictions: 

None. 

D. Other Constitutional Issues: 

V. Economic Impact and Fiscal Note: 

A. Tax/Fee Issues: 

None. 

B. Private Sector Impact: 

C. Government Sector Impact: 

This fiscal analysis assumes passage of welfare reform fegislation that provides states with 
block grant funding, policy flexibility and additional child care funding. Further, this 
analysis assumes that provisions of the WAGES Program that save money will be . 
implemented before those that have associated cost. With block grant funding, Florida 
would be able to retain and reapply savings achieved through welfare-to-work caseload 
reductions. Without federal welfare reform that alters the current entitlement character of 
welfare programs,Florida will not be able to retain federal funds saved through employment 
programs and will be limited in the degree to which WAGES program reforms with 
associated costs can be implemented. 

Projected Savin&s: 

A. Work Requirements and Diversion 
Implementation of the WAGES program work requirements is expected to result in an 
AFDC caseload reduction as individuals who currently receive AFDC elect not to 
reapply and those who would have applied prevIously choose not to apply. In addition, 
diversion services and activities are expected to further reduce the caseload by helping 
families avoid welfare dependence. 

Fund General Revenue Trust Funds . 

Projected Savings: ($20,954,456) ($24,214,332) ($45,168,788) 
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B. 	 Sanctions and Program Limitations 
It is anticipated that some current AFDC recipients will not comply with WAGES 
program requirements related to work, child support enforcement, Learnfare and child 
immunization. Sanctions imposed for noncompliance will result in benefit payment 
savmgs. 

Fund 	 General Revenue Trust Funds 

Projected Savings: ($2,494,120) ($3,141,063) (S5,635,183) 

C 	 Poliey Chanres , , 
Federal welfare reform legislation includes both inandatoryand optional policy changes 
that will substantially reduce welfare system cost. ~s analysis assumes that Florida 
will implement all the mandatory policy changes and will exercise its option regarding 
other policy changes that can re'duce welfare'cost. 

Fund 	 General Revenue Trust Funds Total 

Projected Savings: (S63,518,947) (S80,463,914) (S143,982,861) 

D. 	 Maximize Available Federal Fundinr 
Federal welfare reform legislation would make available more federal financial 
participation in FY 1996-91 than Florida is currently receiving. General revenue 
savings would result from fully utilizing all available federal funding. 

Fund 	 General Revenue ,Trust Funds 

Projected Savings: (S7,446,499) (S27,230,674) (S34,677,173) 

Total Projected Savings 

Fund 	 General Revenue Trust Funds Total 

" 
Projected Savings: (S94,414,022) (S135,049,983) (S229,464,005) 
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WAGES Program Costs: 

"., A. 	 Work Programs. Requirements and Incentives -," 
There are costs associated with implementing WAGES program work requirements 
whether participants are placed in unsubsidized jobs, subsidized jobs or community 
service. These costs include transportation, tools, uniforms and, when required, 
substance abuse treatment. ,. 

Fund 	 General Revenue Trust Funds Total 

Projected Cost: $22,734,819 $22,801,901 $45,536,720 

B. 	 Child Care' 
This analysis assumes that licensed and exempt child care slots Will be reimbursed at an 
average rate ofS3,400 per year and that unlicensed or informal child care slots will be 
reimbursed at the rate ofSl,700. Currently, unlicensed slots comprise no more than 7% 
ofall child. care slots. Assuming this percentage remains constant, CSSB 1662 provides 
funds to serve at least 18,188 additional chlldren in licensed or exempt subsidized child 
care slots and an additional 5,000 children in unlicensed and informal,child care slots. 

Fund 	 General Revenue Trust Funds 

Projected Cost: :$ 	 $54,046,487 $54,046,487° 
C. 	 Incentives for Marriage, 

CSSB 1662 eliminates current welfare policies that treat low-income two-parent families 
and stepparent families differently from single-parent families and, in so doing, 
provides incentives for the creation of two-parent families. 

Fund General Revenue Trust Funds Total 

Projected Cost: $23,913,513 $30,140,540 $54,054,053 

D. 	 Fraud Prevention and Reduction . 
This bill requires all agencies involved in delivering W AGES program services to 


. implement aggressive, technology-based strategies to prevent, detect and eliminate 

fraud. Savings projected from implementation ofaggressive fraud prevention and 

reduction efforts were incorporated in the FY1996-97 General Appropriations Act. 
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Fund General Revenue Trust Funds . Total 

Projected Cost: $ 8,736,372 $ 8,736,372 $ 17,4i2; 744 

E. Reducinr Teen Prernancy and Out-of-Wedlock Births 
Investments in abstinence education, pregnancy prevention and intensive services for 
teen parents and their children are expected, over time, to significantly reduce the 
number of families that require public assistance. 

Fund General Revenue' Trust Funds 

Projected Cost: $ 2,885,359 $ 7,115,905 $10,001,264 

F. Special Needs Allowance for Disabilities 
Provides an allowance i~ the eligibility detennination process for families that, as a 
result of a mandatory federal policy change, lose the current disregard of SSI income 

, and are significantly impacted by costs associated with a disabled family member. 

Fund General Revenue Trust Funds 

Projected Cost: $4,400;000 ' $5,600,000 $10,000,000 

The net projected fIScal impact attributable to CSISB1662 is as follows: 

Fund General Revenue Trust Funds Total 

Projected Savings: ($94,414,022) ($135,049,983) ($229,464,005) 

Projected Cost: ' $62,670.063 $128,441,205 $191,111,268 

Net Fiscal Impact: ($31,743,959) ($ 6,608,778) ($38,352,737) 
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VI. Technical Deficiencies: 

VII. 

None. 

Related Issues: 

VIII. 

None~ 

Amendments: 

None. 

This Senate staff analysis does not reflect the intent or official position of the bill's sponsor or the Florida Senate. 
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HI.tory 

Under the leadership of Govemor Lawton Chiles, Florida haS been testing a sweeping, time
limited, welfare reform' plan that promotes the fndependence uf wortc over dependence on 
government In 1994, the state atarted Family Transition ProSJram welfare reform plot projects 
In e8Cam~ia and Alachua counties. The Escambia pilot was mandatory for AFDC participants, 
the Alachua pilot was voluntary. 

The Family Transition Program limited AFDC benefits to two rears far most recipients and three 
yeare for 80me with special needa. The pilot programs proved to be successful In helping 
peopl. move from welfar'$ to work. ' 

After review, the mandatory pilot was deemed the m08t .ffect ve in bringing pOsitive change to 
Florida', welfare sYltem: Florida',welfare reform pllott have helped meet the reallif. needs of 
participants by providing poor mothers with the day care, health care, education and Job training 
they need to achIeve flnanciallndependence from welfare. In 1995, Governor Chllel expanded 
the mandatory pilot program to six additional sites In Duval, Lt tel Orange. Pinellas, Sl Lucie 
and vorusl. counties. 

Durfng,hf.1996 State Of the State Add...8', Governor ChUes c:hallenged the Legislature to -tum 
welfare applications Into Job applicatione" and paea astrang. t lipartisan welfare reform plan. On 
May 3. 1996~ the legislature passed the WOJ'k and Gain Economic SeJf·aufflcleney (WAGES) . 
bill. Govemor Chnea pral8ed the legillatlon for making Fiorid'i thetargeet etate in the nation to 
encourage -Work and productivity over welfarell and pledged te) ,Ign the legIslation into law. ( 

Requlru Work 

• 	 Adults are [Bguiracl tg wprk or engage in work actlvit/es as a condition of receivIng benefits. 
Weekly wotk hOUri will be'the value of cash assistance and food ,tampa dMded by the , 
minimum wage, but not more than 40 hours per week. 

• 	 People who don't Comply with work requirements will face immediate sanCtIons,'ln 80me 
circumstance., protective piy,.,, may be assigned to ma ,Ig. funds for children of parents 
who fall to comply. . . 

I 
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"" Makes Work Pay , 

• 	 The rut•• ere 'changed to ."roO'" p.naltiel fpt workjn I; end to provide Incentives that 
IDCOurage emploment, 

• 	 Partlcipant8can accrue aavlngs to ..slst In the transltlc.n to work and [Jdyca retum. to 
waKam. 

• 	 Provldel employer incantjve.& to encourage job creation 811d retention. 

Time Limits 
, 

• 	 lifetime limit of ~8 month•. 

I) For most. there II • 2§-monthtim. limit out of any 80 con secutive months. 

.. 	 For long·term recipients with poor job akllle-or limited education, the time'limit is 36 months 
out of 72 months - but not more than 48 months overall. 

• 	 Hardship mmptlons limited to 10% of caa"oad In finst ).ar. 15% in second year and 20% 
for third and future years. 

o Child-only cases (children living with Grandparents or othItextended family members) are 
not subject to time limite or work requirements. 

Chl/dCar. 

• 	 Transitional cblld care available for to 2 years eftar participants earn their way off 
temporary cash aHistance. Copay based on alldlng !icale. 

• 	 Children of WAGES partlclpants t children at risk of a':HJSe or neglect and children of low 
Income working families receive priority for child care 

• - Implements the Child Care partnerahfp Act to 'prorr ote child care for working famllIe. 
and provide Incentives for employers to make contributions which can be matched by 
public fundI to create a Child care purcha8j~ poo'. 

Child Support Enforcement 

• 	 RequlrM CQO.pI[ltfon with child support enforcemenfas a condition of WAGES program 
eligIbility. 

2 
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".t'...... 

, • Toughens garnishment of paternity teltlng laws. ' 

'-" • . Create. a Commission' QO RespoDalbie ·EattJerb'!Od to promote strategies that 
encourage responalble fatherhood end which shol.lld be recognized. expanded Dr 
replicated. 

THn Pregnancy PrevenUon ,n'd Teen Paren."R.qulrements 

• 	 local WAGES Coalitlone must create Iggrol'jye local program, to reduce teen pregnancy 
and out-of-wedlock births. 

• 	 Teen parents mUlt ltv. et home or under. the 8upervislctn of a responsible adult and mUlt 
stay In school. 

Governance and Implementation 

• 	 Creates a Qu.,ou,·dgmjnated WAGES State Program Board and Igcal WAGEi CMlilions 
to guide Implementation. 

• 	 Provide, for phased implementation with. pgneies that laVi. money Implemented first and' 
then love.ted in program measure, that require inveetm tnt. 

• 	 Chang•• In work activity requirements and setting up ~~GES Board and CoalitIons can be 
,Impiemented,wlthout flderalleglslatioo. Sweeping (;henges in program rules will be ready 
.for Impfementation YARD plllagO of federal welfare reform. 

Contingency FundlnglFlexibllity 

• 	 The wp* eagUat funa may be used to implement; the WAGES program during' fiscal 
year 1998-97 when the r.quJrements of the program ',:ceed the. amount of funds available. 
Budget flexibility I. provided for the transfer of fund.; between appropriation categorlee. 
budget entities and departments 8S ne~8I8ry. 

, , 
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STAT'EOPPLORIDA 

~ffire of' tlt~ OiJ.lbernor 
THECAPJi'QL 


TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32399·0001 

LAWTONO:m.ES 

GOVERNOR 

FOR IMMEDIA rE RELEASE: 	 CONTACT: April Herrle or 
April 23, 1997 Karen Pankowski 

" , " ,(904) 488-5394 
GOVERNOR CHILES SUES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT OVER 

,WELFARE REFORM RESTRICTIONS ON 'LEGAL NON CITIZENS 

TALLAHASSEE -- On behalf of the State of Florida, Governor Lawton Chiles, 

today filed suit against the United States Government seeking relief from changes in 

feder81 welfare laws that restrict essential federal benefits for many legal non.citizens in 

Florida. Under the 1996welfare reform law, an estimated 100,000 legal i.inmigrarits in 

Florida -- many ofwhom are elderly or disabled -- will lose one or more federal benefits 

that help pay for food and other basic living expenses. 
, 	 , 

"The looming crisis that we are faCing is not the result of true welfare reform. , ,' . 

. Rather. it stems from a veiled attempt by CO,ngress to balance the' federal budget on the 

b~s ofFlorida taxpa~ers," Governor Chiles said. "These cuts ar~ cruel and will go 

directly to the heSrt of dur state's cominUnities. Congress must act to CC)1Tect this basic 

, unfairness and Until it does, this sUit will keep the focus where is should be -- at the ' 
federal leveL n 

FLORIDA'S CASE 

Florida's suit against the U.s. Goveniment, Health and Hu.m.an Services Secretary 

Donna Shal~a, Social Security Administration Acting Commissioner John Callahan and 

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman is being filed today in federal court in Miami. 

Florida's suit alleges that the 1996 Welfare Refonn Act:, 

• 	 violates the due process clause of the Sth Amendment of the United States 
Constitution by denying equal protection to legal non citizens with disabilities by 
terminating Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and fo~d stainp benefits; 

• 	 violates an agreement With the Social Security Administration to reimburse Dace 
County for interim assistance paid to legal non citizens; 

,. 	violates Article IV and the 10th Amendment of the United States Constit\ltioil by 
forcing Florida to assUme the costs ofcaring for the individuals losing benefits; and 

(more) 
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• 	 vlola,tes basic constitutioiial pr~neiples by discriminating against legal non-citizens: 

The declared purpose, to encourage self-sufficiency and discoUrage illegal 

immigration, is irrational. since many affected non citizens were already residing in 


. the United States when welfare refonn was enacted. 

PLAINTIFFS TO LAWSUIT 
. 	 .. 

Along with Governor Chiles, the other governmental plaintiffs in the case are: 

Attorney General Bob ButterWorth; Florida Depanment of Children & Family Services 
. . 

Secretary Ed Feaverj Florida Agency for Health Care Administration ,Director Doug 

Cook and Dade County Mayor Alex Penelas. In addition to local and state agencies suing . 

the federa~ governmerit,' two people ~epresenting the class of individual plaintiffs also 

joined Governor Chiles: 

• 	 Rafael Caramanzana -- A 32-year-old who was born with severe brain damage and 
cerebral palsy and immigrated to the U.S. in 1983 with his parents and is a lawful 
'pennanent resident. Caramanzana has quadriplegia and does not have any motor 
skills. His mother cares for him and his father works in a factory and has a pre-tax . 
income of $220 a week. The father's income and Caramanzana's SSI benefits provide 

. the household's only income. The family has applied for citizenship for 

Caramanzana, but he has been teject~d due to mental impainnents. 


.. 	 Eduardo Marsans -- A 21-year-old who has been a lawful permaneIit resident of the 
U.S. since 1993. Marsans suffers from cerebral palsy and. quadriplegia and receives 
SSI and related food stamps. This assistance helps Marsans' family pay rent and buy 
food. Because he has not lived in the U.S. for five years, Marsans is not eligiple for 
naturalization until May, 1998. His benefits will be tenninated unless he submits 
proof of his continued eligibility for SSIby May 12. 1997. 

LEGAL REMEDIES " 

In the suit, Florida is asking the CoUrt to: decla.re that denyi~g SS,I and food stliltrip 

benefits to otherWise eligible lawful permai:tent resident aliens is unconstitutional and 

'void; restore SSI ap.d food Stamp benefits to legal non citizens; declare that the Social 

Security Administration's rule is void because it is arbitrary and,capricious, it 

was unlaWfully promulgated and rettoactivrly breached the agreement, to reimburse 

entities for interim assistance .. 

(more) , 
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Because of the 1996 changes infederal welfare law, Florida's siat~ and local 
. 	 ". , . ~ . 

governments may have to fill the vacuum left by the elimination of federal assistance to 
. ' ' . , 	 ' . : ~ . 

some legal immigrants -- placing the burden on Florida's state and local taxpayers to 
'. 

pickup the yearl~ tab to serve needy legal immigrants who lose, federal benefits. These , 

changes' could place a significant burden on the deli very of social services in Florida and , 

. are likely to impact services for elders, place a strain on public hospita1s~ increase health 
, 	 ' , 

, car~ costs and putmore people on the streets. 

FLORIDA'S EFFORTS TO DATE 


Today's action follows a series of steps taken by Governor Chiles and Lt. 

. .. 	 . 

" Governor Buddy MacKay to protect Florida·s·taxpayers and ensure that critical federal 

, benefits remain available to legal non citizens who have lived in Florida since welfare 

refonn legislation was ,enacted. 

• 	 Extended Medicaid and Temporary Aid for Needy Families (TANF) coverage for all 
uquaiified aliens" residing in Florida as ofAugust22~ 1996. . 

• 	 Extended food stamp eligibility until August, 1997 -- the maximum period allowed 
by the federal government. 

• 	 Naturalization assistance: developed self-help information packet to distribute to all 
elderly and disabled non citizens likely to loose federal benefi!s. 

### 
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.POL;IIICS &POLI.Cy. 

... ·.Revie1A{ing.·.W~lf~re .••cas~.·in.·a .. ·Flo~9dltn.tY' .. r;. \.. ... " 

Frustrated Volunteers Cut .Rolls as;States .D~lay ._'I,,' ,.. 


.. , ' .. ' .' But the program'siuccesses aren't the 'to' termi~ate 'SOme9ne!s welfare, be;efit~'1 . ',:' 
, By ROCHELLE SHARPE, . , focus of the s~v,en·member p~n~ls.. They·, there's usually little debate., S~me-board,. '. 

Staff Reporter of THE W ALL.ST~EET J OURN~ . tyPic~lIy rf'iv;ew :~ases of rec,aJcltra~t re- members worry w~at will happen to ~fie~. '. :; 
, Welf!ire refQrm ,has s~a~ned, a. ne:v, cipitmtsnilJe montnr~ftex: they enter: th,e.. :t;~i1dx:~nof thecl~e,nts,!but. Ms; ',Bal~d, ,,) . " 

kmd of Jury system 10: Florida ~'~Cafi,1blll ' '•. ,p.rogtam~d\; t~e!l),nmt! IT'!0nt~sJater If " Tatiol1aJize~ t,lex:,de~lslolls;saymgr ~',~a,~be '. 

·County. ".' . . ". "', . .they are stili: h,aVlngpfobleI?s, -:-. usually 'C;:hildrenare sU!fenngmor!= byl~arnmg to: 


Before people get th:~wn off t~~.welfa~e,. "voting at, thatti~e'on' term~natmg'~e.n~•..• beid,eperidt!ntontax~aye~: '~~,'The,~..tate,

rolls there; panels of qtlzens review their. .'.' fits. '.' ....' . .'. '.. " . . ,reViews alloHhepanels~ declslOns,a,n(,t has, .' 
'cases ;,and d~ide. w~ether ttre~ ~h~u14 ," ' '. Some 65 volunt,eers from v~riQus wru.~.. theaitthorttyto:reve~sethem,;buthas'y~t.. , 

, 

lose government aid; The volu~tt!ers say . of life rotate a,mong:seven pailels,whl~h to,do so. In·threecases,thotigQ.i itpidn:! . . , 
they try to j u~gewith ~m~athy; b~tu~uaJly " were begun J~out thiee,;x¢~is'a~~ TheYt~rinlnate:tI1~;,~hijdreh~s. b~nefi,tS; '. ; ¥, " ..,.' , 

wind up gettmg depr.es~ed and dlsgust~d.. conducttheir 30:minutehe~\lngsl!ke.court: ." BU,t panel inembers:~aYJh~yd()n"~ w~q~" ' .. 
: Th~y have vo~e~ to ~llITllna~e cash be~eflts, .pro.ceedings;,:Sitti~g:a~a large tabl~ ~nt~e ,to be. ,in the.' busines,s,of ju,st .p~~!Shl.ng '., ,.; . 
· f?r all,45..r ec1plents who hit the. two ye~r ..Jront~f.a,room,;tht:!y hsten to ~ recl~lents . peopre: Mqst. say they;,!a~t: tq. msplr,e : ' .. ::, 

tIme .limit as of. last month and I ha~n t, case manager and career adVISer ~lSCUS~\ . recipierits'.and persuade them to 'takead~ "', 
·compli;e~ with the r~les of. a stat~ pilot. , thepa:fti~ipCl:nt's'behavior'~ (i.welhng on .. vanfage'of,.thepr.ogram.: , ' '... ;.':,.,:; .f-.,' " 
~elfaq~-overhatll project b1lm g ~~n~uc~ed. proken a~p?'intn:tents and:prormses.: Then, '. '. The best time.'.t~ chang~ attltude~.rIS:,; " 

m thejC?unty.. : " . ....!: if t~e reclplentls' there, thepanehsts ask during'aperson's,flrsthea~mg, panehs~s:-

Cu~tmg peoPle,~ff,the.rolls . dOeSnC,guestioqs.. :~'.' . :"': ", .saY:.Theftry,al~,~rtsof'meth~ds,tog~~.: .'bothe~ me at aU, s~~~ .I?a~ehst Paul., :, Sometimes, the chents.w.hQ are ldentl~thrbugh .to ,partlclpants; beratmg .som~', .. 
Blacktn.an.• a governme~t:tnvestigator.1\ir.. . fied;oniy by initials: :r~sent,thequeries. '. .while praising .others~,,' .: .. '; ..\ ': ... ',' . 

· Blackman says he orIgmally ::W!iI,l.ted. t~ , ,"., "WhY,do you~anUo knbw.?It's none.' '. "IIi 12 more months, there will be no, .' , ' 
participate on the panels tQ.protec~~eclPI-, of your bUSiness:," one:woman h?lIered, ; more money," Ms.' Orvis .r~~lIs,af.lother . . 
ents' rights. B.ut now he beheves:ch~nts he ... r:ec~lls ,D()ri~ OrviS! 47.• ,aho!lsewlfe.w.ho:. ,panelist sl1-ying,to one recal~ltrantV;'o~an.. ." 
sees get too much, help from~t~e.:sta,te·._sits 'on. Plinels.. Aft~r one man became !,"':What's'going to' happen 'to,"your k,lQS?' ,., . ',' 
"They are,. coddled,'.' h,e comp.Ialns. ff:'< '~_ '-', .redcfa<:eci.<s,cr,~an1jngObSc~nities.aJt~er Who!s their role model-going ;to,beT' :The 

.By actually chopp~ng peopl.e? we. ' p.anel before he ston:ne~ out,' .Ms. Oms. 1 woman burst into te~rs aM,by_~he e~~ of 
fare. thepanelsaredomgw~atmanystate says $he started brmgmg,..her cellular, the.session had Signed up for her missed 

officials !rom governors' to cllseworkde.r.s· I. phone to 'the he~ringsSo,she could can. 911; apPOintments, Ms. OrVis S11-Ys: . " 

have 'been -reluctant to dq so far, un ~r . if necessary;" '. I,-,·.. ..... In another case. WiIliam'Bryal)t. 68~a ... '.'
ewelfare overhauL Nearly 40.. state,s.ar ,. . .' Other redpientsrefuain mute; respond- retire(fcomp'utei:analyst~ 'recalls alistl,ess. .\., ,
see~i~g to exemptsQme, adul,~ fO~d-stt!-'It. 'ing to·I>.~nelisits.ohIY.b.y ~o~ding.. Because, 

I. 

.',V0lllari:wbo'Jooked: "ready forsome6ne to,
reclple~ts from food-stamp cu;toffs. Att e . ,riianywomen,.. seem.ll!tImldat~. by :the ..! be,at'her.with .goul'ds.'~'Inst~ad,ihe says'. '. 
sa l11e tlme.o~ly a~andful ofst~t,es hav~~p.roceedingS,CarOI.sasser" 51,a ret!r~dtme panelis.ttoldher,'how~m~x:t, she was; ,.'-: 
taken the option. given. to th,em..'brd,co~d .chemic.al;.oper,ato.ri,often; focuseson:,put-., thatheraca:de!lli<:te~t'scores''N.ere'higher: " 
gress Ill-st year., to ,~ut, offIy1~dl,cal .a,n '. ·ting tht!m, a~ease.· Once, sbe says, she, ··than~ers;'Boardtnembe~:also foc~se~ 01)' . 
welfare t.o legallmmlgrants"discover,edthata\Vornan.hadtrouplework~ :allof'theprogran(s benefits, he says.,and 
Certain CredibjJity ingbecau~e,ofDack problems;Th~'w9rna~ ... ,P9.inted ,outthlitif she took, .advantage of " 

. Charles Bates. districtadministrator of ' .19ld her, or,sou~ht\ 'th,em....she.. cou~dWin... By 'thee,nd oLthe,' ,":, 

t 

• Florida's: Departme,nt o~ Chndrenll~(L . 30.ml~ute ;s~sslon: he. says. the"wpman "': 

" 

Families, says the action ofthe ~scambla , . ' Welfare' left, ~lth a,.glIsten In her eYe. 
County panels "give.s•me.a ce~upp; ~l1'lount : .' . TypiCal r~Vjewproces~ f~r..recipients who~on'~ . . . 
of pUbliccredibUi.ty that yrew.. , 9ul~n t. have I 'complywith the Family Transition Program in' . 
without them. We:regetting'ltfrom all ~he. "EscambiaCo~nty,Aa" " . . ,
people who want to throw ~ll the pums ,off" ~ ,.,~
'[welfare] to people who thmkwere.bemg < L-

;,;: 

! .'cruelfor what we're doing." " .. ' .' County;... z§;) 

,. Th~ panelists are'supposed to be:cliellt, 1. Sevim-~ember '. ~... M 


advocates. making sure the.'gO~ern.men,t.. i: re~iews~seat'~jnemonthS. ~. • 

has given recipients every opportum~y ~., 2. Panel reconsiders case at.18 ' ' 'O'~ 


· cooperate, .with the 'prpgra,m.,Some,tlmes , 'monthsand recornrminds .•~'. S 
they take verbal.abusefrom cnepts. ,~ther.~ . ~ whetlier.to 'terniinate bemlfits. ,E.-t .~. , 
times they give encourag!=m~I1t;, Mam~y",:. 3:Welf~reOffjCials determine '" r.l _ . " 

' .though, they get frustrated' that ~ost~e~ .. :, whetherCh·ildreniosingbe·nefits. . r.l <= . . '. 

cipientsdon:t ev;en bQtherto att,end', ~he '" ,would beat risk of'entering foster .~ . . 
hearings. "You Sit on one of the,~e: paEne~ls, ". •C<\re.or .... shelter. ' E.-t ~' 
and you go home very angry/" says ml y- ..' .~ '-5, ,.' 

Baird~ a retired 'r5·year~ld psyc~otQer~~ , . ~ .Q . 


. . ' ~PisiJe'YOlunteers' views·.areSkeWed;.by ~ ~ . 

the fact that they review; ~ases"ot?llly.. ,: . ; '. ' , ::;;... Z ' 

.',< 

",', "::: .. 

those who. fail tOfonow;the,:pl~n~d~v!~~·<;., ...' .. ~Q 


.,','. ,',".by their ,caseworker-s.: Besld.eS}.rnPoslng:;. ",affor~, . :t';z;:l ,r:t1, 
' ..I','" 

", "time limits on. benefits and fmdmg.~o~k, .' '.', . But == E5:. ' , 
· the expimmental Ifamily, Transit~on ~r.o-', une!lrth . ..... . ~ ." ,t.. 

gram gives recipients muchmorep.:~~naJ ~f,v:hy . . '. .'h~ve . . . . .. 
· attention from. caseworkers,;and'()ffers"~ngm the program; '. ~.lT!edon.t ,. be . . . . .... "~ 
·more help with. child care a~d.transJl°rta;··I· m,UI~~se,~;~raJ1Y.!~}'p;r,: .say's;l)?re.ll~A:~~ J',';;: ..",' ';' :Y?",'\J.+:
tion problems than \J.n(ier.pre~9uswelfar:~:: !ge.les",7.9ti:"~:;forroer,,ne'YSpaper .repo~er;):f,:/:~,' ".~ '.:./.:.,< '.' '.'

' . " ..... .,' ,;:,'J":"~It's;ratherdiSooUraiPrig;tosee ~ple's6,""'" ", .... ' prOglf"ams,. ',',. . ' ,,' .. ',.. " " " 

Goo~EvaIuatiOD '.,. )a~~adaiSi~la~tlt~heir futur~s." :' . ' ' 


'. O*erall. the,pilo(project InEscambll!-;P~eUS~Js Upset, . . ..,' .. . _ ' :',. 


Counb seemi)'to be h~IPing.teCipiel}tsfin(t,·.. ,;Boa~Dlernbersget disgusted by re~ipi' :; , 

jobs ~nd increase th~lr pay~"accQrd19gtg:a .. eilfSWh?S~~,UJ>bett~rdressedth~n,they. ' .' 

·prelifhinary evalulitlOn rele~ed last 'Y~~~, " ~re,! Ms. ~rns sa~:And,one panehst:.vho. 

by Manpower Demonstration" Research' IS onSocla,J"S~CUtJ,tygot 'up~etwhenshe', 

Corp;, a New York-based nonprpfiL~.Up., .• 'reilli~ .t~at· 'a;.par~ic~palltwas'receiving '. ; 

!,
ParticIpating in the programfor,I5':IT!on~: ,twice asmuchgovez;nl!'entaidas she ... ': . . ': . 
. ..increased the emploYment rate of l'eclPl- was. , . .: ,'. '>:; .... .' .,~ 
, ,',entsby 15% and their earnings~~y"'15%, '.. ..·~\Wl~n.;th~"p,!lh~,!§.,plust'deci~ewtiethef':, 

f' 

).. 

I ~. . . 

riSing. DuI'lngthe fina,J 90 'da.Y~:·Qfltbe'.,1"~-': '"' . . i 

the group found, And,their saJaJ!les'kep't'~ ·,~''i':'j>:.,:.>:'J~'i:''~:'. '. \ ti: ,." .' :'.': ' 
;'.- "'; '. ,,:'study, those in the program:earyted,2~% ", \ .. .' '.' .. 

'I more'than people in a control grouP. WIth .' I 

j, e~p'I~y~~ pa.rti~ipan~ m . ngan averagEPHoTOCO. . - aki ' PY PRESERVATI"ON 

http:nonprpfiL~.Up
http:views�.areSkeWed;.by
http:C<\re.or
http:whetlier.to
http:state,s.ar
http:aho!lsewlfe.w.ho
http:Blacktn.an
http:chents.w.hQ
http:Flo~9dltn.tY
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To: Bruce Reed/Cathy Mays 

From: Michael Langton MEMORANDUM 
Subject: President's Announcement of Goodwill's Welfare to 

Work Demonstration Project?? 

Date: October. 17. 1996 . 

. Goodwill's authorizing language is in the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996, See attached section. 

Goodwill's $10 Million request has been provided for within the $44 Million under Sodal 
Services and Income Maintenance Research in Children and Families Services Program, in the 
Making Appropriations for the Department of Defense for Fiscal Year 1997 Conference 
Report t6 HR 3610. See attached sections. . 

. Now the yut~livil af i:>~s: How do we get the President to announce GoodwlJI's Welfare to 
Work Demonstration Project during any upcoming visits to Florida or Louisiana in the next 
few weeks? 

Please advise on how we could make this happenl 

cc: Rich Tarplan, HHS 

post-it'" Fax Note 7671 

To 

I· 

! 

• 

i 
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H.R. 3734 
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otheru·is.:!). the percentage that has healfh i!ism'a.nce pro
I:ided by m1. agell!,), of gOliCTllmcnt, and {he percentage that 
dO':!s not hm:e heolih insurance. 

"(0) The ouercge income of t!w {am.ilies of the members 
of each group.. . . 

"(H) Such other malters as the Secretary deems appro· 
priate. 

"(h) FUNiJlNG OF STUDIES A,.,VD D1WONSTR.ATJOSS.
"(JJ IN GE1\"E.lV1L.-Out of an)· money .in tile Trcawry orthe 

Unit.ed Stalcs 1I0t otherwise appropriated, th~re cre appro· 
priated $15,000,000 {or each of lisco I years 1!J97 through 2002 
for the purpose ofpaying

"(A) lhe cost of condu.cting the research descri.bed in 
subsectian ((I); , 

. "(Bi the cast of del..'clopillg and evalualing innonalin! 
approaches (or reducing I.celfare dependenC)· arid increasing 
the u:ell-being olmirwr children under subsection (b); , 

"(C) I.he Federal shore of a.ny Slalc-initl:ated study cp
proved ullder subsl'.ctiolt f{;; and 

U(Di un amount determined by the Secretarv to be lIee· 
essary to operate arid evclut:fe demOlistmtioa proJects, re
l.(lfing to this part, that are in effect or apprOl:ed ut/der sec
tion 1/15 as olScptember 30, 1995, amt are conJin'Jed after 
slIch dale_ 
U(2) ALJ.OCATlON.-Of the amount appropriated ullder 

paragraph (1) hr u (/,.Scal year- . 
"(A) 50 pen'en/' shall b(~ allocated for the PlJrpases dc' 

scribed in wbparagraphs (A) alld (B) of paragraph (1), and 
U(B) 5.0 percent shall be CJl!.ocated {or the purposes d.e

scribed ill sILblmral!rGllhs (e} and (D) ofparagroph OJ. 
. "(3j DE.V.O.....:STRATlONS OF' 1.\''''OV.-\Tl'';;; STP.ATE•.n 

Sr.cretary ma.y implem.ent and evaluate demonstrations of inna
.t-alive a.nd promising strategies which '. 
. "(A) proui..de one-tim.e capital fllnds to' eslabli.sh, ex

pand, or replica.te program.s; 
"(B) .test performallce·based grant-lo-loQH finandng in 

which programs meelr:J:g performance targets N!C('il-'C. grants 
while prDgrams flat meeting such targas repay fu.ndillg on 
a proratedbusl:s; and . . 

':(9) test strategies in multiple States alld types G{com
n 

~«i) Cmw POVERTY RATES.
"(1) IN GENERJ.L.-Not loler Ihan 90da)'s aft·er the dale of 

the enactment of this part, and umwally th.ereafter, the chtef e.l:: 
ecutiu€ officer of each Stale shail subm.it to' tile Secrelary a 
statemcntof the child pOl:erty rat.e ill the State as ol Filtch dale 
of enactmem or' the date of the //lost recent prior statement 
under this paragraph.. 

"(2) SUB.WSSJOS OF CORRECTIVE ACTION fv..N.-Not . later 
than ,90 days .after the d.ate a State submits astatemellt under 
paragraph (1) wh.ich i::ditates that, as a. rewlt of th.e amend
ments made b::l section. 103 of Ihe Personal Responsibilit.y and 
Work Opporll.J.'iily Reconciliatiol1 Act 0/1996, the child paverl)' 
ra.le of the Stete has i;;creased by 5 pe.n..:enJ. or 1"/jort:. since the 

Jut" SO, .!S95.---OTtered 10 hepr.:1ted 

t:.S. oOV:£:l:":-l!::', PP.i~7'IX(l OFF!C:;. 
2~2(:'& W.-\SHI:\G'rOS : 1&9i' 

.1. 
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ylAKING APPROPRL-\TIONS FOR THE DEPART
lVIENT OF DEFENSE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997· 

CONFERENCE REPORT 
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H.R. 3610 
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SOCiAL S~RVICES BLOCK GRA..'<"T 

. The conference agreement provid~s $2,500,000,000, inj:.tead 
$2,480,000,000 ~s p,oposed by the House in H.K 3755 31 

$2,24.0,000,000 as -PTOpcsed by the Senate in H.R. 3755 as rcport• 
. from Commjttee. The agreement supersedes P.L. -104-193, the \VI 

fare and :l'fledic2.irl He-form Act, wpJch provides $2,3&0,000,000 f 
the social services block gran.t in fisca1 ye<lr 1997. 

CHILDR.EN fu"m F,"--"HLIES SBRVICES PROGRA.\!S 

(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

The conference agreement includes $5,383,56D,000, instead 
$4,88:3,793;000 as pn~posed by the House ·i!'l B.R. 3755 a: 
$-1,653,434,000 <':5 proposed by t.he Senate in H.R. 3755 as report 
from Comm.ittee., In addition, the Ggreement includes rescissions 
prio.r appropriaiio!'ls of $27,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. T 
Hou::re bill incluced no rescissions. The agreement indud 
$3,981,000,000 for the Head Start program and $4-89,600,000 I 
the Commll!1ity Services Block Grant. . 

'iiithin tbe socia! services and income maintenanceresear 
activity, the conferees are in agreement with the Senate Repc 

'ernin!! the use of funds for the comolE;tion of current fam 
suP?ort center gT?.....1tS. Th~ confcreilce agreen'lent also includes 51 
ficient funding within tills activity to carry out activities authoriz 
by section 413(h)(3) of the Social Security Act im..olving demon.stl 
tions of innovative strafegies wruch would include funding for s\ 
c;essfuI programs that move people from we!fare to work. The S. 
retary is urged to provit!e funding that is fully ade4uate to cal 
out thi::; section. 

e conJerees expect tile Dep?rtment to contribule;rrom J 

sources provided for social services research, to t.he Residential E 
ergy Consumption Survey' and the Census Bureau March curn 
population survey to aSl'>Ul'e that the low-incnme household com] 
nent is included in the survey. . 

The cQ:1fere~s concur in the Senate Report langu3ge concerni 
the job creation demonstration authorized under section 505 of t 
Family Support Act of 1988 and the .language concerning the Ai: 
ka Federation of Natives. . 

. . The agreement includes lang...lage as proposed bv the Sen; 
requiring the Secretary to use up to one percent of C8BG funds . 
FY 1997 to correct allocation errors that occurred in FY 191)5 a 
FY 1996 to ensure that the minimum allotment to each State 
each of those years would, be $2,222,460. The House bill had 
similar provision. . 

The agreement includes Janguageas proposed by the Sen: 
re<;,uiring that no more than one-half of one percent of CSBG fur 
shaH be used to carry O'.lt section 674(a) of the Community Sen'i! 
Block Gra.'1t Act. 'I'hil; section dea!s wit.h training and technkal . 
sist~nce, evaluation a!"!d cata collection. 'l"he House bill' had 
simiiar proylslon .. 

. The agreement im:.erts several lcgal cit.atiolls pro;:>oseclby I 
Senate modified t.o cite the Social Security Act instead of the W 
farc Refonn Ad, deletes a citation for the commimity. schools p 
gramundet the Cdme Trust Fund proposed by the Senate and· 

http:CHILDR.EN
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Q. 
- ___...... _ - o. ___ .. ----..... ____.._.__,-------

~--.-",-'.-- -......--..:. ..~.......... ~--.~-:~----"""" ... -"-.---~'-.-... 


fy '90~ FY,1i97 A.po~t.d --. __ • __•• Conf.renee 
COlll9.....~~fl R.quut Hou..,S.nah COI'\"~.nc. FY 19'!lt. t1 

-----~-------------------.------------------.------.---------------------.-----------------~--------------~-----------------~---.------------~-

CHllDRfH ANO f~Ill[' SERVlCES PROCRANS 

P~Oira~. for C~ltdr.n, Youth, and F.~lt'.I: 
H.,d .t a,-t .......•...... - .. '...........•........... 3,661, 329 ,~ •.!~~~~ :1,600, COO 3 • 100 •(j()C) l.9~' ,CXX) .411,671 .31' ,0 

Conlo\ld,'ed rune••v. h~\.I' yovth p~o~r.. ~ ..••• 61.671 


Ru"....lf·.nd ho_t... yo...'h ........ _.........•....• ,U,$U .U,OSJ U,6S3 4),6&3 


R1.I""'llf ),o,,'h - tran,l' 10"0\ Uvln" ..•.•.•.••..... .... 0 .. 9 14.949 "'.!iI49 14.9U 


--*--*-----. ------------ -.~--------- ---~--------Subtotat, rllnlwl" .. '•••.............•••.•... 61.60J 6a,lI7:1 5.9,602 68.60:1 &8,602 


1 ••/\ prlen.ftcy pr.v.nlicn ,inl U.Uvs ............ .. ]0,000 " 


Child abu •• ,t.,. or.nt ••..... _.•..... : .......... . 21,0::16 22,~54 21,076 21,026 21,0:25 
 .;. 

Child abu" dhc,.atlon.,..y ClcllvIU••..........••.. tA,164 U.tU U.U4 14,114 

T.lll-por4lr" c:Mtdc:.re/c:rhll ~uraerJo•......•....•.• 8.836 -S,1I35 

Aban.Jon.d Inh/'ltt ... i"an.:;., ...... , ....• , ....••.. 12.211 .....06 12.251 12.21i1 u.n. 
Child "eL'er•••"vl"............................ .. 271,389 2:)' .999 277,389 211,389 "',IfS9 .14.,600 . 414.61 

Child w.t,.,.. trclnlni .•...•......• · ...•.... : ...•. 2,000 .,000 4,000 ".000 .2.000 

Child w,Ue,.. inllo".Uvl pro;r_................ .. 39,178 

Chlit ",".ro lo"gltwdln.\ .tvdy In6n-add) •.•..••. (6.000) '';,000' (E.,OCO) (S,o(J{l) ff)'COO) 

W.U.re r,fo"'. ra'.;'Irch (non-.dd) ..•••• ; ..•...•..• rU,OOO) (15.000) ( ",000) ( 11,000. , .. u,OOO) 

AdoptIon opportunltl ••..•...••.•........... , ...•.. '1,000 11,000 U,OOO 13.000 .2,000 .;, .O( 

Socl.\ ••rYI~e. , Incom. ~&:nt.na/'le. r ••••rch .....•... 10,000 	 17.000 .0\4,000 .44,COO .u.oc 
f 11111 I \y "lo\."c' 11 ....•....•......•••••.••...•....•••. 32,64) 32.&19 ::15,041 	 til.OOO .".357 ·2&,9! 

C~\l1'\1 'y Bued fluoure. C~lI'lt.'-I ...................... . '3,000 flO,5U 	 31.&35 32,an 49.135 .:U.8! 


II 	132,643.000 fvnd~4 in S.net. bl\\ IIndor "tt~red 

wo.O"', ,be\l.rs wllh the ~lo\.nt crime ,.~ductl~ 

tru,l fund. 


.,.I 
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FLORIDA
. , .~ 

·Florida is implementing a "Family Transition Program" for ,AFDC recipients in two counti.es,. ! ' , 
. Under the plan; mostAFDCfamllies will be limited to colleCting benefits for 'a maXimum ·of 24 ; 

monthsin'any S.y~ period. " 

. lDd,ividuals who exhaust their,transitional AFDC 'benefirs, but ar~unable to find employment. 

will be gUaranteed the opportunity to work at. a jo~ paying more than their AFDC grant.' The 


demonstration also provides a,longer Period of eligibil it)r - 36 mOnths in any 6-year 'period ~ for 
famiiieS who.are at a high, risk of becoming welfare 'dependent. . ', 

. Medicaid and child Care benefits will be available in the demonstration. Loca) community' 

boards will playa latge.role in overseeing the program: 


."O"'"Qther elements of the demonstration .includ~ an increase in the earnings disregard formula ~nd 

asset ceilings. as well as a statewide requirement that AFDC parents must ensure that their children 

bave beea immunized. ,,,. . 


1993 AFDC eases 254,006, demonstration covers 96% of easeload~ 

Florida's waivetrequest was reCeived on September 21, 1993,'and granted o~ January 27.' 
, , " ,,' . ' 

1994. 
" .. 

"' ; 

http:counti.es


, . MAR-21-:-1995 ,16:08 FROM HHS/AcF/POLICY&EUALUATION 'TO 94565557 P.02 
" " 

, 
. ! .. r- DridQ: ..•.... 

. J/ I , 

I . 

. ! 

Family Transition Program.· ; 

.Mid-February Status Report ....• 

IIII 
" . ..'Ii ' 

. ~ar~IYKSV'~?-Alaehwl .Escambia'~ 7e~saco~o-- . 
' .. ' . (rrondo.-to~ --:pQchCipa-t1 00) I .. 

Assigned 739 . 1,651 
"j .' 

Vohulteered . 200 nla 

Pet 27% , .. nla ... 
Volunteers ." 

~atered.·· 64' 
'.. EmpJoymellt· . ,. 


FuB-time ,." ,41 


Part-time ~., 23 
! 

I . 
'. . .;:, . ... AveIBle .$S.SS i 

, : 
iJ",Wage ,: . ., 

i 

. 1 

, " I 
. . " .., 

;~, ' 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: bavid sieg~l
Thursday, . Jan:. 27 I 1994. (202) 401-9.215 

HHS ~ecretary Donn~ E. Shalala tOday approved a welfare']'
reform demonstration for the state of-Florida which makes se~eral 
ma j or changes' b, the Aid to·Families with Dependent Children: . 

, 	 :' . ,(AFDC) proqraIU~ 

"Over the pa~t several months, our" department has appro~d 
nine other state.welfare demonstrations as part of the 
administration's cOlDlllitment- to state flexibili·ty and .. 

.,
i···' 

experimentation. I am.confident: the Florida demonstration -r am
approving today will add to our knowledge of how welfare can most 
effectively be reformed, ff secretary Shalala said. '. .. .' 

Under the demonstration, called a "Family Transition 
Program," certain welfare families in two Florida counties wi~l 
be limited to collecting AFDC benefits for a maximum, of 24 months 
in any five-year period. Families that lose bene'fits becausei of· 
this time limit, and are unable to find employment, will be .: 
guaranteed the' opportunity t.o work at a job' paying more than 
their' AFDC benefits .. ,' " . . ' 

Mary 'Jo Bane, assistant secretary for children and families , 
said, "1 am pleased we have worked with the state to develop a 
program that implements ~ commitment to transitional welfare 
followed by work." . " ,

! . 

Major elements of ·the demonstration include: 
.. .' 	 ..', 

o 	 A' new requirement that will limit AFD,C ·.tamili~s t.o ~wo 
years of transitional beriefit~ after· which they wil~ 
work. Exceptions to the rule will apply in cases w~ere 
recipients- are not able to~ work or have'very young: . . 
children.' . Also, families deemed to be, at high, r.iski of. 
long-term welfare dependency couldrecEdve benefits.~ for 
36 months in a' six-year period. Families that lose' . 
benefits because of the time limit will enter a· .' 
"transitional employment" pr.ogram, in 'Which they will 
be offered .employment 'in private-or p~blic":"sector • 
jobs. .'. 	 . 

o 	 To encourage work, AFDC .familieswill have the first 
$200 in ,monthly income, plus one-half of the remain~ng
amount/disregarded when AFDC benefits. are"calculat~d. 
This represents a' significant· increase 'over current: " 
earnings. disregards. 

- MORE 

I 
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o 	 Families will, be ,able to accumulate up to $5,000 in 
assets as well as have up to'S8,150 equity in a car so 
long as the vehicle is utilized primarily for 
self-sufficiency purposes. Current 'law limits a 
family':; assets and equity in one automobile to, $1,,000 
and $1,500, respectively. ' 

o 	 Medical care and, 'child care benefits 'will be extend:ed"', 
for ~amilies who are",in transition from AFPC to sel:f 
sufficiency. 

. 
o 	 Finciliy, AFDC parents will: need to ensure that their 

- " 

i 

children ,have been imiuunizedand 'are regUlarly ,- ' 
: attending school., Benefits can be reduced <when either 
requirement is not being. met. 

, Florida,1 s demonstration will 'include, a rigorous evaluat'ion 

us~n9 .random assignment to control and exp~rimental groups. 


• j •• 
, ' ' ; 

The Clinton administration' has' previously' approved welfar,e i 

demol)strations for Colorado, Georgia,. Illinois, Iowa,. Oklahoma, 
Vermont" Virginia, Wisconsin and Wyoming. Most of, the 

'demonstrations include some form of linkage between receipt of 
welfare to enrollment .in ~elf-sufficiency activities: . 

,I # # 
, 

· ~ 

;; 

i 
i 

-..1 
I ' ' 
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, 
! 
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FLORIDA ':".Family Transition Program 
'j, ~, 

Description 

Replace the current $90 and'$30 and one-third disregard~, in 
determining'the amoun1?- of AtDC benefits, with a single, non
time-limited disreqard of'$20() plus one:-half the remain~er. 

Eliminate the 30-day'~nemplOyment requirem';nt, the l:OO-hour 
,rul~, the required quarters of work, and (oI,1 a case-by-c,ase 
~asis)' the 6-month time 'limit requirements in the AFDC~UP 
program~ , ...'. 	 ' 

'0 Limit ~ligibility for AFoc beri~fit~ for ap~licants and 
'current recipients, with some exceptions, to' 24"months in 
. any 6Q-mon,th period. ," A family ,whose AFDC_ time .limit expires 
'will be offered ,transitional employm~nt, in:a private or 
,public-sector job. ' 

o 	 'Increase transi,tional child 'care benefits and remove the 

periodic income' reporting requirement for trans i tional,'

Medicaid. ' '" .. . ' 

o 	 Disregard for 6 months the 'income of a stepparent .whos,e 

'needs are not included in the AFDC assistance uni~. 


o 	 Raise the AFDC resource, limit to $5,000 and the vehicle 

. equity value .limit to$8,150~ 


'0, ,Exclude. interest tncomeof'AFDc:recipients in determining 
AFDC and Food Stamp benefits., ' 

o 	 'Require school c,onferences I regular school attendance, and 

immunizations. 


o 'Modify the' JOBSpr()gram. by 'lowering the, ag~ofchild for' 
JOBS exemption to 6 months, allowing non-custodial parents' 

'participation in emploYment and training' activities, " 
allowing ~ncentivepayments to employers, andestablishinq a 
bootstrap training program·to,continue the provision of 

'education 	and training services to those ,who lose, AFDC , 
benefi~s. ' 

,0 ,Disregard certain income of teenagers indetennining AFDC 

"andFoo~ stamp b'enefits., 


, 	 . 
status, 

Appiic~tion' received septem,be'r.-:-:a, '1993 

ApprOveg January 27, 1994 

proposed implementation date: February ,1994 

. ; 
i 

, i 
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Goodwill Industries 

International. Inc. 

Commission on Accreditation 

of Rehobilitotion Facilities 

7501 Bradenton Rood 
Sarasota, florida 
34243-3203 
tel. (813) 355-2721 
fax (813) 359-1822 

GOODWILL 

INDUSTRIES 

MANASOTA,INC, 

March 10, 1995 

Mr. Bruce Reed 

The White House 

Office of Domestic Policy' 

Washington, DC 


Dear Bruce: 

First, thank you for your time, interest and enthusiasm 
for Goodwill's Welfare to Work Demonstration Project 

. Initiative. 

On behalf of Senator Cook, Carl Bauer, Sandra purgahn, 
and Mike Langton, thanks for taking your time to "hear 
t.he ;good' news of Goodwill" and to review ways you can 
heTp us:! >"'i ; ',' . _, :,.. ;!,y:;~,:.- ~;.:"" .:· .. ~t· .j .. ' ::.:'j 

:.: t ;'-.3(" ~·:'.-'Li ;,',: ::--".: .. i~ .~. ''''';~: ~~::i·'.-l' ,:,;,..~ . ."I'~, .H~ '41. "~,' ;-"'i. j \'. 

:'.. ;' r. )'Demonstrate'the viability of our innovative JOB 
CONNECTION program supported by the donations 
of usable discards; 

2. ) Demonstrate the viability of "partnering" with 
the 190 Goodwill Industries: the nation's 
largest provider of compensated work experience 
and placement of chronically unemployed 
"welfare" recipients. 

Just as Phil Lader has already visited and toured our 
program, So we are inviting Secretary Reich and Secretary 
Shalala for a tour in June. 

You could help us a great deal in reinforcing to 
Secretaries Reich and Shalala our invitation and sharing 
with him your interest and enthusiasm. 

As we .continue ,this initiative i\o,1e .haye taken .the -1 iberty 
of including you as an "ex officio" member of our team 
andl'· will be sending along regular updates on our 
progress .. .~ X"~ ·.·<T'OJ ':": 

'I f. :A~.>,,,:" r"~-~ .~.'\;:,:-::~\' "'~'~,';';':.t:~:, 

"Remember Goodwill in your will or trust" 



Mr. Bruce Reed 
March 9, 1995 
Page 2 

In brief summary, we are being supported in appearances 
and testimony before Senator Kassebaum's Labor Committee 
and Senator Packwood's Finance Committee. 

Finally, allow me to extend my personal invitation to 
corne to Sarasota for a tour. I'll even buy dinner. 

Once again, thanks for your help and interest. 

The 	Rev. Mr. Donald L. Roberts 

/pf 
cc: 	Senator Marlow Cook 

Carl Bauer 
Sandra Purgahn 
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WELFARE REFORM AS 


. PROPOSED BY PRESIDENT CLINTON 


, CAN WORK ... 


ASK JOSE GARCIA 




.! ,"" 
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I CAN DO THAT 
Goodwill helped Jose Garcia find 

" hope and a new life. 

•• '/, i ~' " 

, '~ " .. 

, ., '. ~~ f: 
'" ~.' .,,?' 

Not too long ago, 25-year-old Jose 

Garcia was picking tomatoes in a blaz

ing hot field outside of Bradenton for 

$12 a day. His wife had left him, he 

had two small sons to support and he 

was living out of his station wagon. 

Like most of those who worked along

side him, Jose had never received 

health insurance, benefits and over

time. "In the fields you're nobody," he 

remembers. "They treat you like an 

animal." 

Jose stopped by aGoodwill 

Community Training Center to buy 

clothes and saw a sign that said, "Need 

a job?" That was ~bout six months 

ago. 

Today Jose, has been transformed. He 

works. as a head receiver, the person in' 

charge of receiving shipments and 

handling maintenance, at T.J. Maxx in 

Bradenton: His Goodwill employment 

specialist says Jose even looks like a dif

ferent person. "I didn't recognize him 

when he went on his job interview," 

she says. "His hair was cut and he had 

on a shirt and tie." More important, 

she adds, "He really grew as a person. 

All he needed was a little direction." 

His new boss at T.). Maxx says, 

"Thank God, they sent us Jose. He's an 

outstanding associate. He never waits 

to be asked. He's assertive and takes 

initiative. If Goodwill were to call me 

today about another graduate, I'd 

immediately make an opening." 

Jose credits Goodwill with giving him 

confidence and hope for the future. ~'I 
felt alone when I walked into . , 
Goodwill," he says. "But as soon as I 

came in, they said,' 'Relax, have some 

coffee: You feel really comfortable." 

For Jose, life suddenly feels like it's 

just beginning. He's planning to take 

vocational courses to learn how to 

repair engines and he's even teaching 

himself French. 

"They taught me not to be afraid," 

Jose says. "I'm more confident now. I 

trust myself. When I see an opportuni

ty, I say, 'I can do that.'" 



SUGGESTED WELFARE REFORM PROGRAM 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 


"NEIGHBORHOOD ,COMMUNITY TRAINING CENTERS (CTC) " , 


THE BACKGROUND 


Goodwill-Manasota, Inc., serving Sarasota, Manatee, Hardee and 
DeSoto counties of Flo~ida created their innovative Neighborhood 
Community Training Center (eTC) concept in 1'987 with the opening 
of a prototype in Manatee county_ They now operate 14 CTC's in 
neighborhoods throughout the 4 counties. 

The concept of the CTC is two-fold: 

1. 	 Develop a 'Goodwill donated goods business in a convenient 
neighborhood setting making it convenient for; 

a. 	 DONORS: the donors of usable discards (clothing, 
shoe~, p~rses, household items, small appliances, 
small el~ctron{cs, etc.) ': 

b. 	 SHOPPERS: the shoppers who purchase their neighbors 
donat,ed and, recycled usable discards (sales' last 
year from 14 CTC's were in excess of $4,000,000) 

c. 	 CHRONICALLY UNEMPLOYED: the persons who are 
chronically unemployed or underemployed have a 
convenient neighborhood center to find 1) JOBS; 
2) JOBS TRAINING; ,3) PLACEMENT INTO UNSUBSIDIZED 
EMPLOYMENT (last year over 1700 chronically 
unemployed persons came through our Job Connection 
doors of the CTC seeking assistance in finding 
training and jobs). 

2. 	 Target, employ, train and place chronically unemployed 
persons into competitive employment by utilizing the 
business activity and payroll generated by the donated 
goods business. In 1993, 166 Goodwill trainees graduated 
to unsubsidized jobs, outside Goodwill's payroll, 
resulting in an estimated $1,455,554 million in earnings 
(average hourly rate of $5.45) and generating $291,111 
in new tax revenues. ' 

Once a CTC is constructed it is self-supporting and 
operates' without continuing public support, leverages 
available community public support outside the CTC for 
the client, creates jobs (two labor hour per donor in our 
case), creates real work training with accompanying 
paycheck, creates support servlces of education in 
vocational skills, transportation skills, residential 
skills, and relationship skills <family values support). 



WHY IT MAKES SENSE TO INCLUDE CTC's AS PART OF PRESIDENT'S WELFARE 
REFORM PACKAGE 

The CTC fits the President's, "Replacing *elfare with Work" 
initiative in the following ways: 

The policy statement concerning the Presidents welfare reform 
legis1ation states "The fundamental objective of welfare 
reform -- and the standard by which the Presidents bill will 
be judged must be job placement" ., .. "in the private 
secior" ... "as ~oon as a person goes onto the welfa~e rolls". 

Th,e CTC is a neighborhood community training 'center which 
immediately creates jobs, training, and placements all funded 
by the fl9w of donated goods and their resale. " 

MAKI,NG WORK PAY: The CTC, because of its' neighborhood 
characteristic, allows for the development of work related 
support systems such as child care (in neighborhood 
churches/synagogues etc.) to support and maintain the welfare 
recipient in stabilizing themselves into employment. ' 

. , '.' . ' .' 

TIME LIMITED ELIGIBILITY: The CTC program currently 
stabilizes welfare recipients into unsubsidized employment 
within one year. 

JOB PLACEMENT: The CTC allows for direct placements without 
training where appropriate and based upon vocational 
assessments and evaluations. It also allows for placements, 
as an integral part of being a Goodwill employee/trainee while 
on Goodwill's payroll as .an ~nterim step in the placement 
process .. It also, allows for and specializes in coordination 
of readily available placement services through the Florida 
Job Service, ,JTPA programs, private job placement services, 
and the plethora of not for profit placement initiatives. 

COMMUNITY SERVICE JOBS AS A LAST RESORT: The CTC is a private 
sector not-for-profit initiative that is immediately 
replicable throughout North America. Goodwill currently has 
approximately' 2000 "stores" that could be turned into 
p.eighborhood community training centers if, through a 
demonstration project, we could prove to everyones 
satisfaction the efficacy of this innovative private sector 
neighborhood based approach. ' 

TEEN-AGE PREGNANCY PREVENTION: The CTC I S neighborhood setting 
allows for training and awareness programs which are 
convenient to the target population. The CTC' s currently 
offer GED classes combined with "life-skills" training 
appropriate to the need of the welfare recipient. 



+ , 

THE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

Goodwill Manasota, Inc. seeks ,a one-'time capitalization grant to 
construct 12 new CTC' s in identified "unserved neighborhoods whichII 

will garner an additional 120,000 donors creating an additional 
240,000 labor hours or an additional 115 FTE's resulting in an 
additional 115 chronically unemployed persons being placed into 
competitive employment annually. 

Our experience since inception in 1987 is we can graduate 
approximately one welfare recipient annually into competitive 
employment for each FTE of labor force. (I. E. last year's 166 
graduates came from a labor force of some 175 FTE's) 

To expand this network within our assigned territories of Sarasota, 
Manatee, 'Hardee, and DeSoto counties will require a capital 
investment of $8 million dollars for the land acquisition, site 
devel'opment, building construction, and equipment necessary to 
operationalize the collection, resale, employment and training of 
welfare recipients in neighborhood settings. 

Once this public/private partnership venture demonstrates the 
success we anticipate, the CTC' could become the model for the 
country. 

Goodwill-Manasota, Inc. 
Rev. Donald L. Roberts, CEO 
7501 Bradenton Road 
Sarasota, Florida 34243-3203 
(813) 355-2721 



~brida 's Experiment in Time Limit for Welfare. 

a",derscores Snares Facing Clinton's Proposal 


"J~~.}/. : 
", . By RON SUSKIND 

StaJj,Report'er oj THE WALL STREET JOURNAL 

.PENSACOLA, Fla. - Marie McGill
with"a 10th-grade education, a four-year
old ~aughter. an ex-husband she just raced 
acro:s!;: two states to escape, no job and no 
mori~y ..... fidgets in her faded jeans as she 
peruses America's fast-changing social 
contract: . 

.::This is great: I'll get all this job 
trainIng and child care.... says the 23-year
old welfare mother. before reading down a 
few.\paragraphs of small print. "Hey. 
.Wh~r~ this about 24 months? About t.his 
being/only for. two years? What's gomg
on?::'.···, 

.H~:r~ase worker explains, in a meas
ured,.eadence, that "we'll just have to 
figUt~.'a way to make you self-sufficient 
before·we hit that deadline." 

!'vis: McGill smiles wanly. "They don't 
realize .how hard it is these days to get off 
w~If~~~.:' she says. "I know. I done 
trled'i . 
P~ Experience 

SettiJlg a two-year limit on benefits!.. a 
mantra now hummed by President Clinton 
and'iili'nost every U.S. governor - was the 
eas ' 'art. But. a month Into Florida's 
p .' -'ng reform program. the word from 
Pensacola welfare workers is that ending 
decades of dependency wiJI be more pain
ful alid'" eXp/:nsive than politicians are 
willing, to ackllowledge. 

"W~'re looking at an avalanche of 
needs;:people who've been neglected for so 
long:;.~ays Shirley Jacques, who's helping 
run this pilot program in northern Florida, 
the first mandatory program that com
bines (tWo-year time limit with almost all 
the featUres!n a welfare-reform proposal 
President Clinton is preparing to send to 
Congre~s. "Our case workers can't believe 
the depm and array of the problems. Two 
years;(arid off? I wouldn't bet on It_ .. 

While policies are being mapped out in 
Washing1on. states are raCing ahead. Next 
up isV,ermont, where about 60% of the 
state's:reclpients will start Signing onto a 
30-moriih time limit in July. In all. 19 states 
have ~e~e'ived federal waivers to try their 
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own welfare plans and will soon walk the 
same path Florida is now treading. 

In trailer parks and public-housIng 
projects on the gritty panhandle where 
Florida meets Alabama. abstractions 
found in the Clinton proposal. like "chang
ing the culture of welfare offlces." promot
ing "parental responsibility" and "mak
ing work pay." meet flesh and are often 
found wanting_ 

, "There's no magic bullet," says Ron 
Mincy, a Ford Foundation program man
ager who worked with the presid~nt's 
welfare-reform task force until a few 
months ago. To reduce the welfare popula
tion - now at 14 mllllon. a daunting 5% of 
the U.S. population - "means inventing a 
way to attack underlying causes" he 
asserts, such as crime. drugs and megitl
macy, along with the inadequate education 
and skills of 10% of recipients who get off 
public assistance in their first two years
generally into low-rung, service-sector 
Jobs - only to have most sUp back onto 
welfare over the next three years. 

Those who have studied state experi· 
ments that have road-tested parts of 
what the president is now proposing say 
the Clinton plan overstates effectiveness. 

, and understates costs, of many welfare-reo 
form programs. " ' 

"I wish he hadn't promised so much," 
says Judith Gueron, president of Man
power Demonstration Research, Corp., a 
firm whose studies of state programs are 
relied upon by Clinton aides, "because 
we're sure to end up with a plan that 
spreads limited resources thinly across the 
whole country, and won't end up dOing 
much. or even teaching us much about 
what works." 
New Dlalogue 

In Pensacola. the two-year clocks be
gan ticking Feb. 11. with about one 
in four of those applying for welfare 
benefits being randomly selected - In all, 
now, about 60 partIcipants. One morning 
last week. at a makeshift "family trans!· 
tion" office north of town. the new dlalogu~
between welfare caseworkers and reclpl
ents - with increased obl1gations on both 
sides-is beginnin!!'. 

ents, works periodically in local fast·food 
restaurants - signs a commitment con \.tract. officially entering a program that 
may soon be commonplace across the 
country. She'll get assessed as to her' \ 
educational level, take some basic educa
tion classes. maybe work part-time. get job 
training and eventually be assisted in 
finding a secure job. If one isn't found after 
two years. she probably will be put into a 

community work program in exchange for 

continuing benefits. 


Of course, the troubie<i iives oi many 

welfare recipients tend to resist such neat 

progressions. "Job training-you've got to 

be kidding." says supervisor Linda Jen· 

kins. whose caseworkers have found them

selves neck-deep in issues such as domes

tic violence and drug addiction. "First. 

they need their electric bills paid. They 

need to learn how to be parents, how to 

budget money." , 


Such realizations have helped trans

form the turnstile culture that has defined 

offices Uke thIs one in the past few years. 

as caseloads grew and resources shrank. 


"The Idea was to make sure they' 
were eligible for continued benefits. and 
then get them out as fast as you could." 
says Lori Taylor. whO worked In a nearby 
welfare office before becoming one of a few 
dozen caseworkers selected for the pilot.
"Sometimes. when ,they'd want to ta.lk . 
about their problems. you'd try to cut them 
off before It got too far. You dIdn't even 
look at them." 

Two .months ago, Ms. Taylor had 
200 welfare cases, seeing each recipi· 
elit at six'month intervals. Now she han
dles half a dozen recipients and is working • 
harder than ever, running Into the compla
cency and scarce resources of state agen
cies where attitudes haven't changed. 
Success is otten In simple acts: she buys a 
rocking chaIr for one welfare mother 
so she can rock her baby to sleep. helps 
another move from a cinder-block shack to 
adequate housing. Caseloads will rise to a 

still-modest 80 per caseworker as the pro
gram expands to 2,500 participants over 
the coming year, a ratio probably too 
costly' to replicate nationally. with the 
administration anticipating 1.6 million re
Cipients In its proposed program by 1999. 

Yet, welfare administrators here are 
, quietly talking about loopholes. figuring 

that even their intensive program will 

leave many recipients without secunfWOi'K 
when the two-year clocks -run out. 

"If we can't find them a job at the 
end of two years, we haven't held up 
our end," says Mamun Rashied. area 
social-services administrator and welfare
reform advocate. speaking of how fragile a 
new social contract may prove. "Then the 
contract is broken." 

-- 
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Caseworker: "Would you be inter
ested In seeing a counselor, to talk about 
some of your problems?" 

Recipient: "Forget it_ Counselors don't 
do no damn good." . 

Caseworker: "Well. can we help you. 
get a dress you can wear to a job inter
View?" 

Recipient: •'Got one, a church dress. I'll 
be fine." 

The recipient. Threasa Sledge, a 
pudgy 19-year-i>ld sporting. sneakers, a 
baseball cap and a don't-mess attitude. w'12-~o-.~~e
softens a bit when talk turns to her four
year-i>ld son and how they'll manage If she 
Is still jobless 24 months from now, when 
her welfare runs out. "I have to make my Cc'. ~~M 
own safety net," she says quietly. "I don't 
know:. 1 guess I have to start some 
kind 6fS'a.vings account. and put money in 
it." . 

Mi. Sledge - who. Ulte many reclp\l' 
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Mr. Bruce Reed 
Judith M. Gueron, PresidentDeputy Assistant for Domestic Policy 


The White House 

The Old Executive Office Building 

Room 216 

Washington, D.C. 20500 


Dear Bruce: 

.:;-on-December 7, MDRC will be releasing the firsLfindings.from.an.ongoing evaluation ofFlorida'sJOBS; 
~J)rogram, Project Independence. A'(ter a one-year follow-up period, Florida's program, which emphasized 

relatively low-cost job placement services while providing some education and training, increased people's 
earnings (compared to a control group) by nearly 7 percent and also reduced their welfare payments by almost 7 
percent. The program's effects were concentrated among single parents with school-age children, whose earnings 
increased by 11 percent during the first year. Single parents with younger children (3 to 5 years old) - a key 
group seldom studied previously - experienced a 5 percent reduction in welfare payments but no significant 
increase in earnings. 

Overall, the results add to a.growing body of evidence that states can operate JOBS programs that have serious 
participation requirements, and produce earnings increases and welfare savings. They also point to the importance 
of the planned longer-term follow-up, to determine whether these modest gains increase over time as they have in 
most studies of similar programs. 

The positive but limited results suggest that the future challenge will be to build and improve on this base, a task 
that becomes particularly urgent as state and federal discussion turns to more radical changes, for which JOBS' 
success is a prerequisite. 

I thought you might want to see an advance copy of the report's Executive Summary, which is enclosed. Please 
note that it is embargoed until December 7, 

Best wishes, 

s~ 
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:1 The contents of this draft are for discussion only and are not 
for quotation, publication, or distribution until that date. 
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The Manpower Demonsiration' Rese~rch Corporation's evaluation of Florida's Project Indepen
dence Program is funded by a contract with Florida's State Department of Health and 
Rehabilitative Services and with support from the Ford Foundation and the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

The Metropolitan Life Foundation contributed to the publication of the report. 

Dissemination of MDRC reports is also supported by our 
Public Policy Outreach funders: . I 
Ford Foundation 
The Ambrose Monell Foundation 
Alcoa Foundation IExxon Corporation 

Bristol-Myers Squibb Foundation, Inc. 


The findings and conclusions in this report do not necessarily represent the official positions or policies 

of the funders. 
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II' 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

I· Since 1987, Project Independence has operated as Florida's statewide welfare-to-work program, 

which aims to increase the employment and foster the self-sufficiency of applicants for and recipients of 

I Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) , the major federal/state caSh welfare program. Florida 

I 
was among a handful of states that anticipated federal welfare reform legislation - the Family Support 

Act of 1988 and its centerpiece, the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program - by 

I 
strengthening the link between AFDC receipt and obligations, opportunities, and supports for parents of 

poor families to obtain employment. With minor changes, Project Independence became Florida's JOBS 

I' 

program in 1989. 


This report presents findings on Project Independence's operations and implementation, as well as 


I 
its initial effects on employment, earnings, and AFDC receipt. It is the first of two reports from an 

evaluation by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) under contract to the Florida 

I 
State Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services and with support from the Ford Foundation and 

the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The study is being conducted in nine counties that 

were selected randomly from among the state's 25 largest in terms of AFDC caseloads. The research 

sample consists of more than 18,000 single parents (most of them mothers) in those nine counties. 

I Specifically, it includes those who were applying for AFDC or who were being assessed for continuing 

AFDC eligibility between July 1990 and August 1991, and who were required to participate in Project

,I' Independence (certain categories of individuals, such as those with children under the age of three, were 

exempt). The results in this report reflect the program as it operated during this period (it has since been 

I modified) and are limited to the first year after these individuals became part of the research sample. 

The evaluation is of broad national interest because it assesses the effectiveness of a particular 

I JOBS approach: one that emphasiZed inunediate entry into the labor force for the majority of its 

. participants and that required ongoing participation for most of the state's AFDC population, including 

I those with children age three and older. Importantly, this report presents the first findings t? date on the 

effectiveness of a mandatory JOBS program for single parents with preschoolage children. Project 

I· Independence operates under a wide range of local circumstances across Florida - a state with the 

nation's seventh largest AFDC population. Like most states' JOBS programs, Project Independence is 

I state-administered and attempts to promote a relatively uniform set of goals and operating procedures, 

while allowing local program offices some discretion to adapt these to their circumstances. For this 

I 
I -1

I 




I, 
reason, the random selection of counties for the study is important because itAwill enhance the extent to I 
which the findings can be generalized to the state as a whole. 

,I 
Highlights of the Findings 

Project Independence achieved substantial compliance with its participation mandate. Seventy f 
seven percent of those required to participate in the program attended orientation. Among those who did 

not attend orientation or a program activity, many found work on their own or were subject to the I 
program's "sanctioning" procedures, which were designed to impose an AFDC grant reduction if 

individuals did not provide an acceptable reason for not meeting participation requirements. I 
Fifty-six· percent of those who attended orientation went on to participate in a job search, 

education, or training activity - a rate similar to those found in other welfare-to-work programs. 'IIndividual job search and group job club were the most common activities, with 42 percent of those who 

attended orientation participating. About half that number participated in education or training activities. IParents with preschoolage children and those whose youngest child was age six or older received similar 

services once they began partiCipating in the program. However, a smaller percentage of parents with Ipreschoolage children participated in program activities after orientation. Finally, although overall 

participation rates were high, individuals were engaged in activities for an average of less than two 

months during the follow-up period. I 
Overall, Project Independence's short-term effects on labor market and AFDC outcomes were :1.positive. Project Independence increased first-year employment rates and earnings and reduced first-year 

AFDC receipt rates and payments. At the end of the first year of follow-up, just over 64 percent of those 

who were referred to the program were receiving AFDC compared to just under 69 percent of a control I 
group that did not have access to the program - a 4 percentage point difference. The program produced 

, 
first-year earnings gains (again, compared to the control group) averaging $157 per person referred to I 
the program. (This average includes individuals who did not work, worked part-time, or worked for only 

part of the year.) The earnings gains were concentrated among two groups: (1) individuals defined by :1 
the program as "job-ready" and therefore targeted to participate in individual job search (rather than basic 

education or training) as their first program activity, and (2) single parents whose youngest child was age ,I 
six or older. The first-year results for the latter group are similar to those found for single parents with 

schoolage children in studies of a number of pre-JOBS programs and in the evaluation of California's I 

I 
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I 
I' Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program - the most recent evaluation of a JOBS program 

with comparable data. 

I These early results should be interpreted with caution. Studies of other welfare-to-work programs 

have found that impacts changed after the first year of follow-up, and increases or decreases in impacts 

I may occur for Project Independence. This may be particularly true for those engaged in education and 

training activities, which last longer than job search and may take more time to produce impacts. The 

I final report on Project Independence - scheduled for late 1994 - will present longer-term results and 

I 
will compare the program's costs with its benefits from the perspectives of participants, government 

budgets, and society as a whole. 

I The Project Independence Program Model 

Figure 1 is a simplified depiction of the Project Independence program modeL All AFDC 

I applicants and recipients are scheduled to attend Project Independence orientation unless they meet official 

I 
exemption criteria (e.g., they have a child younger than age three or a chronic illness or disability that 

would make it impossible to participate). During orientation, program staff assign individuals to one of 

two service tracks based on their educational attainment level and recent employment history. At the 

I, same time, staff assist individuals in obtaining support services needed to make participation in Project 

Independence or employment possible . 

The first service track begins with a two-week individual job search and is targeted for those who .1' 
I 

are "job-ready" according to Project Independence criteria. During the period when the research sample 

became part of the study (July 1990 through August 1991), the program took an expansive view of job

I 
readiness: The job-readiness criteria - completion of at least the tenth grade or employment in at least 

12 of the previous 36 months - meant that a large majority of those required to participate in the 

I 
program were considered to be job-ready. These criteria, combined with an emphasis on case managers' 

meeting specific job placement standards, reflected Project I~dependence's employment-focused approach 

to self-sufficiency. 

The initial job search component requires participants to make contact with at least 12 employers

I to apply for a job. Those who do not find employment are then assigned to a group job club - a two

to three-week course on how to look for ajob, prepare a resume, fill out applications, and present oneself 

I in an interview. Participants who remain unemployed after completing job club are usually referred for 

a formal assessment, in which they discuss their career interests with a case manager, develop an

I 
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FIGURE 1 

SIMPUFIED DEPICTION OF THE PROJECT INDEPENDENCE PROGRAM MODEL 
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I 
'I Employability Plan, and are assigned to education or training activities, which are provided by local adult 

schools, community colleges, and proprietary institutions. 

I The second service track begins with a formal assessment followed, in most cases, by a referral 

to basic education or training activities. During the period when the research sample became part of the 

I study, this service track was targeted for a narrowly defined group of participants designated "not job

ready" (Le., they had not completed tenth grade and had worked in fewer than 12 of the previous 36 

months). Beginning in October 1991, the "not job-ready" criteria were expanded to include those whoI " 

I 
did not have a high school diploma or a General Educational Development (GED) certificate and had 

worked in fewer than 12 of the previous 24 months. An important rationale for this change was the 

I 
belief that those with no high school diploma or GED required further education before being able to 

secure stable employment. This report presents preliminary evidence about whether, in fact, these 

individuals benefited from the program as it operated prior to the change in the job-readiness criteria. 

Project Independence also provides support services - such as child care, tuition assistance forI training or community college classes, transportation, tools, and uniforms - considered necessary for 

I, participants to engage in program activities or to secure employment. Beginning in January 1991, 

however, budget constraints forced HRS to restrict the availability of child care for Project Independence 

participants. This is significant for the evaluation because individuals for whom Project Independence 

I was mandatory could be excused from the participation requirements if needed child care services could 

not be provided.

I 
The Project Independence Evaluation 

I 
I Techniques of randomization were used both to select the counties and to assign individuals within 

the selected counties to one of the two groups into which the research sample was divided (as discussed 

below). Nine counties were randomly selected from among the state's 25 largest in terms of AFDC 

caseloads. The nine counties are: Bay (Panama City), Broward (Fort Lauderdale), Dade (Miami), Duval

I (Jacksonville), Hillsborough (Tampa), Lee (Fort Myers), Orange (Orlando), Pinellas (St. Petersburg), 

and Volusia (Daytona Beach). Together, they account for 58 percent of the state's AFDC caseload and

I include Florida's eight largest cities as well as some suburban and rural areas. (Predominantly rural 

counties with extremely small AFDC caseloads were excluded from the study.) The method used to

I select the counties enhances the evaluation's capacity to produce results that can be generalized to at least 

90 percent of the state's AFDC caseload that became mandatory for Project Independence during the 

I period under study. 
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I 
Randomization was also used for the research sample as the basis for determining the program's I 

effectiveness - specifically, its effects on employment, earnings, AFDC receipt (i .e., months of receipt). 

and AFDC payments. From July i990 through August 1991, 18,237 single-parent applicants for and I 
recipients of AFDC in the nine research counties were randomly assigned either to a "program group," 

which was eligible to receive Project Independence services and was subject to the participation mandate, I 
or to a "control group," which did not have access to the program and was not subject to the mandate .. 

This type of random assignment research design is widely regarded as the most reliable method available I
for determining the results of programs such as Project Independence. Control group members were 

given a list of alternative employment and training services in the community. They remained eligible Ifor subsidized child care and tuition assistance for training or community college classes under the same 

priorities and guidelines as Project Independence participants. Their eligibility for entitlement benefits 

in addition to AFDC - such as Food Stamps and Medicaid - was unaffected. I 
Because the two groups were created by chance, using a lottery-like process, there was only one 

systematic difference between them: Only those in the program group could be involved in Project I 
Independence. As a result, the control group provides information on the levels of employment, 

earnings, welfare receipt, and welfare payments that the program group would have reached if it had not I 
had access to Project Independence and had not been required to participate. Therefore, a comparison ,Iof the two groups' behavior over time provides the most reliable estimate of the difference that Project 

Independence's services and mandates made in the program group's subsequent labor market and welfare 

outcomes. These differences are referred to as the program's "impacts." 'I 
Two features of the research design are particularly important to interpreting the impact results. 

First, random assignment occurred at the Public Assistance Units after AFDC applicants and recipients I 
were determined to be mandatory for Project Independence participation but before they were referred 

to and attended a formal program orientation. On the one hand, this ensures that the study's impact I 
findings will capture the. effects produced by all aspects of the program, including those that may motivate 

individuals to seek employment and discontinue their AFDC grants or applications in order to avoid the I 
participation requirement .. On the other hand, many individuals in the research sample did not go on to 

attend orientation or participate in job search, education, or training activities. Thus, if these services I 
have effects, the program's overall impacts may appear smaller than they would have been if the research 

sample had included only those who. attended orientation or received services. This also means that I 
caution is necessary when comparing these results with findings from evaluations using a different point 

of random assignment. I 
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I 
I Second, 88 percent of the research sample is made up of individuals who were applying or 

reapplying for AFDC (rather than already receiving it) at the time they were determined to be mandatory 

I for Project Independence. Because the program had been operating for nearly three years prior to the 

start of the study, most of those who were already receiving AFDC were already in the program and 

I therefore not appropriate for random assignment procedures. Thus, the research sample reflects thejlow 

of mandatory individuals into a mature, ongoing welfare-to-work program rather than the full caseload 

I 

I of mandatory individuals who were either being referred to or were already participating in the program. 

This does mean, however, that the findings on program participation and program effects are influenced 

most heavily by the behavior of AFDC applicants and reapplicants, who tend to be somewhat less 

I 
. disadvantaged than ongoing AFDC recipients. For this reason, also, caution should be exercised in 

comparing the results from this evaluation to those from other studies whose research samples include 

a larger proportion of recipients. 

I Did Project Independence implement its participation mandate. and how substantial was 
participation in the program? 

I 
I • Project Independence achieved a high degree of compliance with its 

participation mandate at the initial stage of the model. Approximately three
quarters of those referred to the program attended orientation, and most of 
those who did not attend were subject to fonnal enforcement procedures or 
found work on their own. 

I Figure 2 illustrates the flow of 100 typical members of the research sample's program group 

through Project Independence within the 12 months following their random assignment. It shows that 77 

I percent of all program group members attended orientation. The figure also indicates that approximately 

half of those who did not attend orientation (12 of 23 typical program group members) were referred for 

I an AFDC grant reduction (also known as a "sanction") because of nOl having provided an acceptable 

reason for missing orientation. (~roject Independence records confirmed actual grant reductions for about 

I 10 percent of those referred for a sanction. Many of those whose AFDC grant was not reduced may have 

provided an acceptable - "good cause" - reason for not attending orientation.) In all, more than 90 

I percent of those who did not attend orientation (21 of 23 typical program group members) were 

"deregistered" from the program (Le., their Project Independence case was closed) at the end of the 

I follow-up period. Approximately 70 percent of those who did not attend orientation (16 of 23 typical 

program group members) were employed at some point during the follow-up period. In short, very few 

I 
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FIGURE 2 


THE FLOW THROUGH THE PROJECT INDEPENDENCE MODEL 

FOR 100 TYPICAL PROGRAM GROUP MEMBERS 
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I 
I of those referred to Project Independence avoided the initial participation mandate without beirig 

monitored by staff or legitimately excused from the program. 

I • More than half of those who attended orientation participated in a Project 
Independence job search, job club, education, or training activity. 

I Figure 2 shows that 43 percent of all program group members (56 percent of those who attended 

orientation) participated in at least one post~orientation activity (individual job search, job club, basic 

I education, training, or community college courses). These are similar to the rates found in studies of pre

JOBS mandatory welfare~to-work initiatives and California's GAIN program. 

I The other studies have also shown that participation in program activities is always substantially 

below 100 percent. In the case of Project Independence, most nonparticipants (7 of 34) were excused 

I from the participation mandate temporarily (Le., "deferred"), were referred for a sanction (4 of 34), or 

were deregistered from the program (22 of 34), in most cases for justifiable reasons under the program's 

I rules (e.g., they stopped receiving AFDC or became exempt because of health reasons). It is also 

I 
noteworthy that nearly 60 percent of those who attended orientation but did not participate further (20 

of 34) were employed at some point during the follow~up period. In short, very few nonparticipants were 

unaccounted for. 

I • Those referred to Project Independence spent, on average, less than one-quarter 
of the time they were registered for the program participating in program 
activities. However, many of those who began an education or training activity 

I stayed in it for three to six months. 

Table 1 shows that program group members participated in activities for an average of one and a 

I half of the nearly eight months in which they were registered for the program during the follow~up 

period. This suggests that Project Independence was only modestly successful in implementing an 

I ongoing participation mandate (i.e .• some individuals remained registered for the program but were not 

engaged in activities). However, those who started ajob search or job club activity were active in it for 

I an average of just under two months. Those who started a basic education activity (i.e., adult basic 

education, GED preparation, or English as a second language) remained in it for an average of three 

I months. and those in training or community college activities participated for an average of six and a half 

months. This suggests that, for those who participated in education or training activities, the full effect 

I of Project Independence may not be realized until well after the first year of follow-up. 

I 
• StatT found it difficult to ensure that the ongoing participation requirement 

would be as tightly enforced during later stages of the program as it had been 
during the initial (orientation) stage. 
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TABLE 1 


PROJECT INDEPENDENCE FIRST -YEAR PARTICIPATION PATTERNS 


Subgroups, by Age of Subgroups, by 
All Program . Youngest Child Job-Readiness Status 

Sample and Participation Measure Group Members Ages 3 to 5 Age 6 or Older Job-Ready Not Job-Ready 

All program group members 

Attended orientation (%) 77.2 75.7 80.1 77.1 83.4 

Ever participated in any activity, 
excluding orientation and assessment (%) 42.9 39.0 47.7·· 43.7 40.6 

Ever participated In any job search or job club activity (%) 32.3 31.3 35.3 33.3 27.5 

Ever participated In any education or training activity (%) 17.6 16.2 18.2 16.7 24.2 

Sanctioning 
Referred for sanction (%) 24.2 29.7 19.7··· 26.0 14.9 • 
Ever deregistered with a sanction enforced (%) 3.1 2.9 3.0 3.4 1.4 

• 	 Average number of months registered/participating 7.8/1.6 8.1/1.6 7.5··/1.5 7.7/1.6 8.2/1.1.... 
o 
I 	 Program group members who 

attended orientation 

Ever participated in any activity, 

excluding orientation and assessment (%) 55.5 51.5 59.6 • 56:7 48.7 


Ever partiCipated in any job search or job club activity (%) 	 41.8 41.3 44.0 43.2 33.0 


Ever p<l!'ticipated in any education or training activity (%) 	 22.8 21.4 22.7 21.6 29.0 


NOTES: Sample members are defined as "job-ready" if they had completed at least 10th grade or were employed for at least 12 of the 36 months prior to 

random assignment. Sample members are defined as "not job-ready" if they had not completed 10th grade and were employed for less than 12 of the 36 

months prior to random assignment. These definitions are based on the criteria used by Project Independence during the random assignment period. 


A chi-square test or two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between subgroups defined by the age of the youngest child and between 
subgroups defined by job-readiness status. Statistical Significance levels are indicated as ••• =1 percent; .. =5 percent; • =10 percent. 
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I 

I 

Increasing AFDC caseloads and budget constraints resulted in caseloads typically growing to more 

than 200 persons per case manager during the study period. according to an MDRC survey of Project 

I 
Independence staff. Only about 30 percent of case managers reported that participants were monitored 

"closely" in their unit. This does not mean that many people remained registered for Project 

I 
Independence and avoided participation without penalty; in fact, very few did. At the same time, case 

managers reported that they found it very difficult to respond quickly to participation problems once they 

became evident. 

I What types of activity were used most heavily? 

I • Reflecting the employment emphasis of the Project Independence model, job 
search and job club were the most commonly used activities. 

I, Table 1 indicates that 32 percent of the research sample's program group (42 percent of those who 

I 
attended orientation) participated in individual job search or job club activities. This relatively high rate 

is consistent with the fact that a large majority of those in the program group met the definition of "job

I 
ready" and thus would have been initially targeted for these services. In addition, Table 1 shows that 

28 percent of those defined as not job-ready also participated in these activities (although usually not as 

I 
their first activity). This provides evidence that the focus on labor force attachment extended to both the 

job-ready and not job-ready members of the caseload. 

I 
• The program's emphasis on job search services was complemented by efforts . 

to ensure that education and training were provided to those who needed them. 

I 
Table 1 shows that 18 percent of the program group members (23 percent of those who attended 

orientation) participated in an education or training activity. Table 1 also shows that such participation 

I 
was somewhat higher among those defined as not job-ready (24 percent) than among those defined as job

ready (17 percent). However, the latter figure is notable and may reflect, in part, staff discretion in 

I 
applying the job-readiness criteria. Most staff confirmed in a survey that they would refer job-ready 

participants to education or training activities as a first activity if they felt it was needed. Also, 7 percent 

I 
of all program group members (6 percent of those defined as job-ready and 11 percent of those defined 

as not job-ready) participated in both job search or job club and education or training activities. This 

indicates that Project Independence staff made an effort with some participants to both meet their 

educational needs and encourage their entry into the labor force. 

I 
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I 
How did registrants and staff view the assistance and services provided by Project Independence? I 

• 	 On average, staff and participants viewed 'Project Independence and its services 

positively. 
 I 

Responses to MORC's survey of a portion of the program group members suggest that, for the 

most part, Project Independence participant~ had a favorable impression of the program. More than half I 
(52 percent) rated as "very high" the degree to which staff were helpful to them in dealing with problems 

that could interfere with their participation in the program, the program's likelihood of improving their I. 
chances for being employed in the long run, and the probability that they would recommend the program 

to a friend. On average, participants in Project Independence's job club and education and training I 
activities viewed those activities positively, rating the teachers and instructors as helpful, their classmates 

as supportive, and the content of what they were learning as valuable. I 
These findings are consistent with ratings by staff: Almost two-thirds (64 percent) of those 

surveyed thought that these services were very worthwhile for participants. I 
• 	 Most of those referred to Project Independence were aware of the participation 


mandate, and more than half believed it was "fair." 
 I 
Eighty-one percent of those surveyed were aware, that their AFOC check could be reduced if they 

did not participate in Project Independence without a good cause. Fifty-eight percent said it would be I 
"fair" or "very fair" to impose financial sanctions on AFOC recipients who failed to cooperate with the 

participation mandate. I 
To what extent did Project Independence participants receive subsidized child care? , 

• 	 Overall, 19 percent of those who reported attending Project Independence 

orientation and who had a child age 12 or younger reported receiving 

subsidized child care at least once during the follow-up period. Most 
 I 
participants were satisfied with their child care arrangements. 

Among program group members who had a child age 12 or younger and who reported attending I 
orientation, 19 percent of survey respondents reported receiving subsidized child care during the 12

month follow-up period. The survey also asked program group members about their use of child care . I 
while participating in their most recent Project Independence activity. Eleven percent of the respondents 

indicated that they relied on Project Independence-subsidized child care, and more than half (55 percent) I 
reported that they relied on family or friends and did not have to pay for the care. 

percent) said they paid for child care out of their own pockets. 
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I 
I Regardless of the child care arrangements they used while participating in their most recent 

activity, 87 percent of the respondents reported that they were very satisfied with the convenience, safety, 

I cost, and availability of those arrangements. 

I To what extent did participation patterns differ for groups defined by the age of their youngest 
child? 

I • On most of the measures of program participation, those with preschoolage 
children were engaged in Project Independence at about the same level as those 
whose youngest child was age six or older. 

I Table 1 shows that more than 75 percent of both groups attended orientation and that more than 

half of those from both groups who attended orientation participated in at least one activity. Among those 

I who attended orientation, 60 percent of those whose youngest child was age six or older participated in 

at least one activity compared to 52 percent of those with preschoolage children. Once they began 

I participating in the program, however, the two groups received similar services and remained in these 

activities for similar lengths of time. 

I 
I • Child care problems may have interfered with participation in Project 

Independence, particularly for those with preschoolage children during the 
period when the availability of subsidized child care was reduced. 

Thirty percent of the survey respondents reported that they had had to miss time in their most 

I recent Project Independence activity because of some type of child care problem. This was true for 32 

I 
percent of those with preschool age children and 23 percent of those with older children. 

There is also some evidence to suggest that reductions in child care availability may be associated 

I 
with some of the differences in participation patterns that emerged over time between the two groups. 

F~r example, their participation patterns were similar prior to January 1991, when HRS began to reduce 

I 
the availability of child care for program participants because of budget constraints. However, after that 

point, those with preschoolage children were less likely to attend orientation and participate in activities 

I 
than those whose youngest child was age six or older. For example, from the earlier to the later period, 

the orientation attendance rate among those with preschoolage children declined (from 80 percent to 72 

I 
percent), while it increased slightly for those with older children (from 78 percent to 83 percent). Also. 

the rate of participation in other activities remained constant (at 39 percent) for those with preschoolage 

I 
children, while it increased more dramatically (from 43 percent to 57 percent) for those whose youngest 

child was age six or older. 
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I 
Did Project Independence produce impacts in the first year of follow-up? I 

• 	 Project Independence increased the first-year earnings of those in the program 

group by an average of almost 7 percent and increased overall employment 
 Irates by just over 5 percent. 

During the year after random assignment, program group members including those who did not I
work at all - earned an average of $2,540, I which is $157 (6.6 percent) more than the control group 


, 

average of $2,383 (see Table 2). A total of 55 percent of all program group members were employed Iat some point during that year, which is nearly 3 percentage points (5 percent) higher than the control 

group's employment rate. As indicated by the asterisks in Table 2, these results were statistically Isignificant, meaning that one can have a high level confidence that they were due to the program rather 

than to statistical chance. I 
• 	 Project Independence decreased the first-year AFDe payments for those in the 

program group by an average of almost 7 percent and decreased the percentage 
of program group members receiving AFDe at the end of the follow-up period I
by just over 6 percent. 

During the year after random assignment, program group members received an average of $2, 174 I 
in AFDC payments. which is $157 (6.7 percent) less than the control group average of $2,331 (see Table 

2). During the last quarter of the follow-up period (quarter 5),64 percent of the program group members I 
received AFDC payments. which is 4 percentage points (6 percent) lower than the rate for the control 

group. These results were also statistically significant (see Table 2). I 
Did impacts persist after the first year of follow-up? I 

• 	 Project Independence produced impacts on earnings and AFDe payments 

through 18 months of follow-up for the portion of the research sample that 

entered the study early on. 
 I 

For program group members who entered the study early on (and for whom, consequently, follow Iup data longer than one year are available), Project Independence increased average I8-month earnings 

by $392 (an 11 percent increase over the control group average IS-month earnings of $3,604). This is Isubstantially higher than the earnings impact for this early group in the first year alone ($234): Project 

Independence also reduced average IS-month AFDC payments by $193 (a 6 percent decrease from the 

I 
IWhen these earnings are averaged over those program group members who were actually employed (including Ithose who worked only pan-lime or for pan of the year), they are considerably higher: $4,593 per worker. 
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I TABLE 2 

I 
FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS. AFOC RECEIPT. AND AFOC PAYMENTS 

FOR THE FULL SAMPLE 

I 

Program Control Percentage 


Outcome and Follow-u~ Period Grou~ Grou~ Difference Change 


I 

Ever employed (%) 


Quarter 2 36.5 33.8 2.7··· 8.0% 

Quarter 3 37.2 34.7 2.5··· 7.2% 

Quarter 4 36.6 34.9 1.7·· 4.8% 

Quarter 5 36.5 34.3 2.2··· 6.4% 
Total (quarters 2-5) 55.3 52.5 2.8··· . 5.3% 

I Average total earnings ($) 

Quarter 2 507 484 23 4.8% 

Quarter 3 642 579 63 ••• 10.9% 

Quarter 4 678 648 30 4.7%


I Quarter 5 713 673 5.9%
40 • 
Total (quarters 2-5) 2,540 2.383 157·· 6.6% 

Ever received any AFOC payments (%)


I Quarter 2 79.6 81.7 -2.1··· -2.6% 


I 

Quarter 3 72.2 76.3 -4.1··· -5.4% 

Quarter 4 66.7 71.6 -4.9··· -6.8% 

Quarter 5 64.3 68.6 -4.3··· -6.3% 

Total (quarters 2-5) 85.1 86.7 -1.6··· -1.8% 


I 

Average total AFOC payments reoeived ($) 


Quarter 2 619 648 -29··· -4.4% 

Quarter 3 535 seo -44 .~. -7.7% 

Quarter 4 513 560 -47··· -8.4% 


I 
Quarter 5 507 543 -37··· -6.7% 
Total (guarters 2-5) 21174 21331 -157··· -6.7% 

Sample size (total =18.233) 13,509 4,724 

NOTES: Dollar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample members 
not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre

I random asaignment characteristics of sample members. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in 
calculating sums and differences. 

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as ••• = 1 percent; •• = 5 percent; • = 10 percent

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
control group's average 18-month AFDC payments of $3,235). This is also higher than the first-year I 
AFDC payments impact ($136) for this group. 

IWhat were Project Independence's first-year effects for parents of preschool age children and for 
those with schoolage children? . 

I• 	 Project Independence produced AFDC savings for single parents with 

preschoolage children as well as for those with no preschool age children. 

However, the increases in first-year earnings were concentrated among those 
 Iwith no preschool age children. 

These findings on program impacts for parents of preschool age children are the first available for I 
a mandatory JOBS program. Table 3 shows that Project Independence produced similar and statistically 

significant reductions in first-year AFDC payments for program group members with children between I
the ages of three and five ($134) and for those whose youngest child was age six or older at the time of 

random assignment ($175). The impacts on average first-year earnings were only $74 (not statistically Isignificant) for those with preschoolage children compared to $280 (statistically significant) for those with 

older children. Overall, however, the differences in earnings and AFDC payments impacts between the Itwo groups were not statistically significant. This means that, although there were differences, they were 

not large enough to be interpreted as a reliable estimate of the program's relative effectiveness for these 

two groups. I 
What were Project Independence's first-year effects for those the program defined as job-ready and I 
for those it defined as not job-readY? I 

• 	 Project Independence's first-year impacts on earnings and AFDC payments I 
were concentrated among those dermed as job-ready. 

Table 3 shows that Project Independence produced first-year earnings gains ($207) and AFDC I 
payments reductions ($176) for those defined as job-ready under the criteria used by the program when 

the research sample was identified: possession of a high school diploma or GED and employment in at I 
least 12 of the 36 months prior to random assignment. There were no statistically significant first-year 

impacts on earnings or AFDC payments for those defined as not job-ready. However, the differences I 
in first-year impacts on earnings and AFDC payments between the two groups were not statistically 

significant. This means that differences in first-year impacts were not large enough to be interpreted as I 
a reliable estimate of the program's relative effectiveness for these two subgroups. In addition, although 

not shown in Table 3, the program did not produce first-year impacts for those who were defined as job- I 
-16-	 I 

I 



----------- - - -- - - - -
TABLE 3 


FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS 

FOR SELECTED SUBGROUPS BASED ON CHARACTERISTICS AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT 


Average Earnings Average AFOG Payments Received 
Program Control Program Control 

Subgroup and Group Group Difference Percentage Group Group Difference Percentage 
Follow-up Period ($) ($) ($) Change ($) ($) ($) Change 

Youngest child. 
3 to 5 years old 

Quarter 5 644 619 25 4.0% 563 588 -25 ** -4.3% 
Total (quarters 2-5) 2,266 2,192 74 3.4% 2,379 2,513 -134 *** -5.3%· 

Youngest child. 
age 6 or older 

Quarter 5 n2 699 73 ** 10.4% 463 511 -48 *** -9.4% 
Total 19uarters 2-5~ 2.n7 2,497 280*** 11.2% 2,034 2,209 -175 *** -7.9% 

Job-ready (a) 

Quarter 5 n5 719 
 56 ** 7.8% 492 538 -46 *** -8.6% 
Total (quarters 2-5) 2,762 2.555 207 *** 8.1% 2,119 2,295 -176 *** -7.7% 

I Not lob-ready (a) 
..... Quarter 5 282 288 -6 -2.1% 566 586 -20 -3.4% ...... 
I Total 19uarters 2-5} 1,027 1,015 12 1.2% 2,446 2,552 -106 -4.2% 

First-time a~~licant for AFDC 
Quarter 5 845 642 3 0.4% 412 452 -40 *** -8.8% 
Total (quarters 2-5) 2,957 2,898 59 2.0% 1,818 1,974 -156 *** -7.9% 

Received AFDC less than 2 years fbI 
Quarter 5 676 642 34 5.3% 528 572 -44 *** -7.7% 
Total (quarters 2-5) 2,505 2,355 150 6.4% 2,240 2,449 -209 *** -8.5% 

Received AFDC 2 years or more fbI 
Quarter 5 553 431 122 *** 28.3% 620 669 -49 *** -7.3% 
Total (quarters 2-5) 1,966 1,548 418 *** 27.0% 2,618 2.795 -177 *** -6.3% 

NOTES: Dollar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample members not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression
adjusted using ordinary least squares, controDing for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies 
in calculating sums and differences. 

A two-tailed t-testwas applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as 

*** = 1 percent: ** = 5 percent; * =10 percent. . 


(a) Sample members are defined as -job-ready" if they had completed at least 10th grade or were employed for at least 12 of the 36 months prior to 
random assignment. Sample members are defined as -not job-readY- if they had not completed 101h grade and were employed for less than 12 of the 36 
months prior to random assignment. These definitions are based on the criteria used by Project Independence during the random assignment period. 

(b) This subgroup Includes both applicants and recipients, and refers to the total number of months accumulated from one or more spells on an 
individual's own or spouse's AFDC case. It does not include AFDC receipt under a parent's name. 



I 
ready under the program's original job-readiness criteria. but who. did not have a high school diploma I 
or GED (and thus would be considered not job-ready under the revised criteria). 

Caution should be used in drawing policy implications and operational lessons from the first-year I 
results for the not job-ready group because many of these individuals participated in education or training 

activities, the effects of which may not be realized until after the first year of follow-up. The job-ready I
group with no high school diploma or GED may also experience impacts later. 

IWhat were Project Independence's first-year effects on groups with different histories of AFDC 
receipt? 

I• 	 Project Independence produced relatively large increases in first-year 

earnings, and a reduction in first-year AFDC payments, for those who had 

previously received AFDC for two years or more. The program produced 

reductions in first-year AFDC payments for first-time applicants and for 
 I 
applicants and recipients who had previously received AFDC for less than 
two years, but it did not produce first-year earnings impacts for these two 
groups. I 

Table 3 shows that Project Independence produced statistically significant reductions in first-year IAFDC payments for all three groups defined by their previous receipt of AFDC: first-time AFDC 

applicants ($156), applicants and recipients who had received AFDC for a total of less than two years I($209), and applicants and recipients who had received AFDC for a total of two years or more ($177). 

However, the program produced statistically significant impacts on average first-year earnings ($418, 

which represents a 27 percent increase over the control group average) only for those who had previously I 
received AFDC for two years or more. The differences in first-year earnings impacts among the three 

groups were statistically significant. indicating that the program was substantially more effective in I 
increasing earnings for those who received AFDC for two years or more than it was for first-time 

applicants or those with less than two years of prior receipt: I 
Were the first-year impacts concentrated in particular counties? I, 

• 	 Earnings gains and welfare savings were widespread across the research 

counties, although the estimated impacts varied in magnitude. 
 I 

Impacts on first-year earnings were positive for all the counties except Duval, although they were 

statistically significant only for Orange and Broward. Although not statistically significant, the first-year I 
impacts on earnings for Lee and Bay (the counties with the smallest research samples) were fairly large 

(and larger than those for Broward). I 
-18- I 
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I 
I Project Independence produced reductions in first-year AFDC payments for all nine research 

counties, and these were statistically significant for Broward, Dade, Duval, Hillsborough, Lee, and 

I Orange. Broward, Lee, and Orange achieved the largest AFDC reductions. Earnings gains exceeded 

AFDC payments reductions in all counties except Duval.and Hillsborough. 

I While the estimated impacts did appear to vary across the counties, the overall differences in first-

year impacts across counties were not statistically significant and were not large enough to be interpreted 

I 

I as reflecting the relative effectiveness of the programs. In fact, relative consistency in effects across the 

counties shows that the overall impacts were not being driven by the performance of any single county 

or even by a small group of counties. This may be a reflection, in part, of the centra~ized administration 

I 
of the program, which tended to create greater consistency in the program philosophy and operating 

procedures than might be found in a county-administered system. However, since the counties and 

I 
programs did differ along several dimensions (e.g., labor market conditions, service emphasis, and 

relationships with local service providers and employers), larger differences in effects may emerge as 

longer-term follow-up data become available. 

I How did the first-year impacts of Proiect Independence compare to those of other JOBS programs? 

I • Project Independence's impact on first-year earnings for those whose youngest 

I 
child was age six or older was similar in magnitude to the flJ'St-year earnings 
impact produced by California'S JOBS program for the same group, while its 
impact on first-year AFDC payments was smaller. 

To provide a context for gauging the magnitude of Project Independence's first-year impacts, it 

I is useful to compare them with those generated by other JOBS programs. Another imponant random 

I 
assignment evaluation of a JOBS program for which there are comparable data is the study of California's 

Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program.2 However, several imponant differences in the 

I 
research designs used, research samples, program models, and environments of the two states suggest 

caution. First, as noted earlier, random assignment for the Project Independence evaluation took place 

I 
at the point of AFDC application or assessment of continuing AFDC eligibiliiy, whereas in the GAIN 

evaluation, random assignment took place at orientation. Second, the Project Independence research 

sample includes a much higher proponion of AFDC applicants and reapplicants than does the GAIN 

I 
I 

2For the most recent findings from the evaluation of GAIN, see Daniel Friedlander, James Riccio, and Stephen 
Freedman. GAlN: Two-rear Impacts in Six Counties (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation. 
1993). The comparison presented here focuses only on the group the two studies have in common at this point: 
single parents whose youngest child was six years old or older at the time they entered the study. 
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I 
research sample, suggesting that the Project Independence sample may be somewhat more "advantaged." I 
on average. than the GAIN sample. Third, during the study period, Project Independence emphasized 

services intended to move program registrants rapidly into employment. GAIN, in contrast, mandated I 
basic education for a large share of its registrants. Finally, Florida and California differ in their AFDC 

~ 

grant levels and labor market characteristics, which means that the Project Independence and GAIN I 
panicipants faced very different incentives and opponunities to supplement or replace welfare with 

earnings. I
Table 4 shows that Project Independence and GAIN produced quite similar increases in first-year 

earnings for single-parent AFDC applicants and recipients whose youngest child was age six or older: 

$280 for Project Independence compared to $266 for GAIN. 3 The percentage increase for Project I 
Independence (11.2 ,percent) was somewhat smaller than GAIN's (16.2 percent), in part because the IProject'Independence control group had substantially higher first-year earnings ($2,497) than did the 


GAIN control group ($1,642). 


Project Independence's impact on reducing first-year AFDC payments ($175) was smaller than 
 I 
, GAIN's ($283), but the percentage decrease for Project Independence (7.9 percent) was larger than 

GAIN's (4.5 percent). This results, in pan, from the fact that the Florida AFDC grant levels - and, I 
thus, the average first-year AFDC payments for the Project Independence control group ($2,209) - were 

substantially smaller than the California AFDC grant levels - and, thus, the average first-year AFDC I 
payments for the GAINcontrol group ($6,247). 

Because of the differences in research designs and samples, program models, and environments noted I 
above, Table 4 should not be used to judge the relative effectiveness of the two states' programs. It does, 


however, provide a general indication that two large state JOBS programS both produced positive first
 I 
year results. Moreover, in California, impacts increased after the first year, and there is some evidence 


that the first-year gains for Project Independence may persist into the future as well. 
 I 
... ... ... I 

In summary, Project Independence successfully implemented its panicipation mandate and produced I 
earnings gains and AFDC savings over the first year of follow-up. However, it is too soon to say 

I 
3There was considerable variation among the six' counties panicipating in the evaluation of GAIN, with 

,Riverside having consistently large impacts and Tulare having virtually no statistically significant impacts (see IFriedlander, Riccio, and Freedman, 1993). 
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I 
I TABLE 4 

I 

A COMPARISON OF FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS 


FOR PROJECT INDEPENDENCE AND CALIFORNIA'S GAIN PROGRAM, 

FOR SINGLE PARENTS WHOSE YOUNGEST CHILD WAS AGE SIX OR OLDER 


I 
Program Control 

Group Group Difference Percentage 
Program and Outcome ($) ($) . ($) Change 

Project Independence 

I Average first-year earnings 2,777 2,497 260 *** 11.2% 

Average first-year AFDC payments received 2,034 2,209 -175 *** -7.9% 

I 
Average first-year earnings 1,908 1,642 266 *** 16.2% 

I Average first-year AFDC payments received 5,964 6,247 -283 *** -4.5% 

NOTES: In Project Independence. random assignment occurred at the Assistance Payments Unit, prior to 
orientation. The impact estimates for Project Independence reflect the average of the impacts for the 

I nine research counties, which were weighted by the size of their research sample. 
In GAIN, random assignment occurred at orientation. The impact estimates for GAIN reflect the 

average of the impacts for the six research counties, which were weighted equally. 
Dollar averages include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample members 

I not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 

I 
assignment characteristics of sample members. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and 
differences. 

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** =1 percent; ** =5 percent; * =10 percent 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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whether the relatively modest first-year results will translate into larger impacts in the future. Longer I 

term follow-up will be essential to assess this and to determine whether future effects will extend to the 

groups that did not experience effects from the program in the first year. Thus, policymakers and I 

administrators should be cautious in drawing conclusions from this report about the relative effectiveness 

of Project Independence for different groups or about the full payoff of the program. I

The final report from this evaluation will present Project Independence's impacts over a longer 

follow-up period and will reexamine the relative effectiveness of the program for the key groups discussed I
in the present report. It will also draw upon a survey of research sample members to examine the 

program's effects on other outcomes (such as educational attainment and the quality of jobs people I
obtain), estimate its benefits and costs, and explore the role of other factors that may contribute to Project 

Independence's effectiveness in moving AFDC recipients into jobs and toward self-sufficiency. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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 SELECTED MDRC PUBLICATIONS 

I WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS 

I From Welfare 10 Work (Russell Sage Foundation). Book. 1991. Judith M. Gueron, Edward Pauly. A synthesis 
of research findings on the effectiveness of welfare-to-work programs. Chapter 1, which is the summary 
of the book, is also published separately by MDRC. 

Reforming Welfare wilh Work (Ford Foundation). Monograph. 1987. Judith M. Gueron. A review of welfare-to

I work initiatives in five states. 

Working Papers 


I Child Support Enforcement: A Case STudy. 1993. Dan Bloom. 

Learning from the Voices of MOThers: Single MOThers' PercepTions of the Trade-offs Between Welfare and Work. 

I 
1993. LaDonna Pavetti. 

Unpaid Work Experience for Welfare Recipients: Findings and Lessons from MDRC Research. 1993. Thomas 
Brock, David Butler, David Long. 

I Papers for Practitioners 

I 
Assessing JOBS Panicipants: Issues and Trade-offs. 1992. Patricia Auspos, Kay Sherwood. Lessons from 

employment and training programs for assessment in JOBS. 
Linking Welfare and Education: A Study of New Programs in Five States. 1992. Edward Pauly, David Long, 

Karin Martinson. Key issues in providing education services to welfare recipients. 

I 
Improving the Productivity of JOBS Programs. Forthcoming. Eugene Bardach. Lessons about managing JOBS 

programs by creating "high-expectations" environments for welfare recipients and staff. 

I 
The GAIN Evaluation 

An evaluation of California's Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program, which is currently 
operating as the state's JOBS program and features upfront basic education as well as job search and 
other activities. 

GAIN: Planning and Early Implementation. 1987. John Wallace, David Long. 


I GAIN: Child Care in a Welfare Employment Initiative. 1989. Karin Martinson, James Riccio. 


I 
GAIN: Early Implementation Experiences and Lessons. 1989. James Riccio, Barbara Goldman, Gayle Hamilton, 

Karin Martinson, Alan Orenstein. 
GAIN: Panicipation Pallerns in Four Counties. 1991. Stephen Freedman, James Riccio. 
GAIN: Program Strategies. Panicipation Patterns. and First-Year Impacts in Six Counties. 1992. James Riccio, 

I 

Daniel Friedlander. 


GAIN: Two-Year Impacts in Six Counties. 1993. Daniel Friedlander, James Riccio, Stephen Freedman. 

GAIN: Basic Education in a Welfare-to-Work Program. Forthcoming. Karin Martinson, Daniel Friedlander. 


The JOBS Evaluation


I An evaluation of welfare-to-work programs operating under the Job Opponunities and Basic Skills 

Training (JOBS) provisions of the Family Suppon Act of 1988. 


I 

From Welfare to Work (Russell Sage Foundation). Book. 1991. Judith M. Gueron, Edward Pauly. See 


description above. 


I 

I 
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I 
The Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM) IA test of the feasibility and effectiveness of an ongoing participation requirement in a welfare-IO-work 

program. 

Final Report on the Saturation Work Initiative Model in San Diego. 1989. Gayle Hamilton, Daniel Friedlander. IThe Saturation Work Initiative Model in San Diego: A Five-Year Follow-up Study. 1993. Daniel Friedlander, 

Gayle Hamilton. 


The Demonstration or State Work/Welrare Initiatives I 
. A test of the feasibility and effectiveness of various state employment initiatives for welfare recipients. 


Arizona: Preliminary Management Lessons from the WIN Demonstration Program. 1984. Kay Sherwood. 


Arkansas: Interim Findings from the Arkansas WIN Demonstration Program. 1984. Janet Quin!. 

Final Report on the WORK Program in Two Counties. 1985. Daniel Friedlander, Gregory Hoerz., Janet 


Quint, James Riccio. 
 IEmployment and Welfare Impacts of the Arkansas WORK Program: A Three-Year Follow-up Study in Two 
Counties. 1988. Daniel Friedlander, Barbara Goldman. . 

Calirornia: Preliminary Findings from the San Diego Job Search and Work Experience Demonstration. I1984. Barbara Goldman, Judith Gueron, Joseph Ball. Marilyn Price. 
Findings from the San Diego Job Search and Work Experience Demonstration. 1985. Barbara Goldman, 

Daniel Friedlander, Judith Gueron, David Long. 
Final Report on the San Diego Job Search and Work Experience Demonstration. 1986. Barbara I 
. Goldman, Daniel Friedlander, David Long. 

Illinois: Interim Findings from the WIN Demonstration Program in Cook County. 1986. Janet Quint, 

Cynthia Guy. 
 I 

Final Report on Job Search and Work Experience in Cook County. 1987. Daniel Friedlander, Stephen 

Freedman, Gayle Hamilton, Janet Quint. 
 IMaine: Interim Findings from a Grant Diversion Program. 1985. Patricia Auspos. 

Final Report on the Training Opportunities in the Private Sector Program. 1988. Patricia Auspos, George 
Cave, David Long .. IMaryland: Interim Findings from the Maryland Employment Initiatives Programs. 1984. Janet Quint. 

Final Report on the Employment Initiatives Evaluation. 1985. Daniel Friedlander. Gregory Hoerz. David 
Long. Janet Quint. 

Supplemental Report on the Baltimore Options Program. 1987. Daniel Friedlander. 1 
New Jersey: Final Report on the Grant Diversion Project. 1988. Stephen Freedman. Jan Bryant. George 

Cave. I·
Virginia: Interim Findings from the Virginia Employment Services Program. 1985. Marilyn Price. '"" Final Report on the Virginia Employment Services Program. 1986. James Riccio. George Cave. Stephen 


Freedman, Marilyn Price. 
 I 
West Virginia: Interim Findings on the Community Work Experience Demonstrations. 1984. Joseph Ball. 
Final Report on the Community Work Experience Demonstrations. 1986. Daniel Friedlander, Marjorie 

Erickson, Gayle Hamilton. Virginia Knox. I 
Other Reports on the Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives 


Workfare: The Impact of the Reagan Program on Employment and Training. 1983. MDRC. 
 I 
Documentation of the Data Sources and Analytical Methods Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis of the EPPIEWEP 

Program in .San Diego. 1985. David Long, Virginia Knox. 

1 
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I 
I Relationship Between Earnings and Welfare Benefits for Working Recipients: Four Area Case Studies. 1985. 

Barbara Goldman, Edward Cavin, Marjorie Erickson, Gayle Hamilton, Darlene Hasselbring, Sandra 
Reynolds.

I Welfare Grant Diversion: Early Observations from Programs in Six States. 1985. Michael Bangser, James 
Healy, Robert Ivry. 

A Survey of Participants and Worksite Supervisors in the New York City Work Experience Program. 1986. 

I 
 Gregory Hoerz, Karla Hanson. 

Welfare Grant Diversion: Lessons and Prospects. 1986. Michael Bangser, James Healy, Robert Ivry. 

Work Initiatives for Welfare Recipients: Lessons from a Multi-State Experiment. 1986. Judith Gueron. 


I The Subgroup/Perfonnance Indicator Study 

A study of the impacts of selected welfare-to-work programs on subgroups of the AFDC caseload. 


I A Study of Performance Measures and Subgroup Impacts in Three Welfare Employment Programs. 1987. Daniel 
Friedlander, David Long. 

Subgroup Impacts and Performance Indicators for Selected Welfare Employment Programs. 1988. Daniel 
Friedlander. 

I 

I The Self-Employment Investment Demonstration (SEID) 


A test of the feasibility of operating a program to encourage self-employment among recipients of 

AFDC. 


Self-Employment for Welfare Recipients: Implementation of the SEID Program. 1991. Cynthia Guy, Fred 
Doolittle, Barbara Fink. 

I The WIN Research Laboratory Project 

A test of innovative service delivery approaches in four Work Incentive Program (WIN) offices. 


I 
 Immediate Job Search Assistance: Preliminary Results from the Louisville WIN Research Laboratory Project. 


I 

1980. Barbara Goldman. 


Preliminary Research Findings: WIN Research Laboratory Project. 1980. MDRC. 

Final Repon on WIN Services to Volunteers: Denver WIN Research Laboratory Project. 1981. Ellen Slaughter, 


Paulette Turshak, Gale Wbiteneck, Edward Baumheier. 
Impacts of the Immediate Job Search Assistance Experiment: Louisville WIN Research Laboratory Project. 1981. 

Barbara Goldman. 


I The Workings of WIN: A Field Observation Study of Three Local Offices. 198I. Sydelle Levy. 


I 
Welfare Women in a Group Job Search Program: Their Experiences in the Louisville WIN Research Laboratory 

Project. 1982. Joanna Gould-Stuart. 
The WIN Labs: A FederallLocal Pannership in Social Research. 1982. Joan Leiman. 
Job Search Strategies: Lessons from the Louisville WIN Laboratory. 1983. Carl Wolfhagen, Barbara Goldman. 

I PROGRAMS FOR TEENAGE PARENTS ON WELFARE 

The LEAP Evaluation

I An evaluation of Ohio's Learning, Earning, and Parenting (LEAP) Program, which uses fmancial 
incentives to encourage teenage parents on welfare to stay in or return to school. 

I 
LEAP: Implementing a Welfare Initiative to Improve School Allendance Among Teenage Parents. 1991. Dan 

Bloom. Hilary Kopp. David Long. Denise Polit. 
LEAP: Interim Findings on a Welfare Initiative to Improve School Allendance Among Teenage Parents. 1993. 

Dan Bloom, Veronica Fellerath. David Long, Robert Wood. 

I 
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The New Chance Demonstration IA test of a comprehensive'program of services that seeks to improve the economic status and general 


well-being of a group of highly disadvantaged young women and their children. 


New Chance: Implementing a Comprehensive Program for Disadvantaged Young Mothers and Their Children . I
. 1991. Janet Quint, Barbara Fink, Sharon Rowser. 

Lives of Promise, Lives of Pain: Young Mothers After New Chance. Monograph. Forthcoming. Janet Quint, 
Judith Musick, with Joyce Ladner. I 

Project Redirection 
A test of a comprehensive program of services for pregnant and parenting teenagers. IThe Challenge of Serving Teenage Mothers: Lessons from Project Redirection. Monograph. 1988. Denise Poli!, 
Janet Quint, James Riccio. 

The Community Service Projects I 
A test of a New York State teenage pregnancy prevention and services initiative. 

The Community Service Projects: A New York State Adolescent Pregnancy Initiative. 1986. Cynthia Guy. 
The Community Service Projects: Final Repon on a New York State Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention and I 

Services Program. 1988. Cynthia Guy, Lawrence Bailis, David Palasits, Kay Sherwood. 

I 
THE PARENTS' FAIR SHARE DEMONSTRATION 

A demonstration aimed at reducing child poverty by increasing the job-hOlding, earnings, and child 
support payments of unemployed, noncustodial parents (usually fathers) of children receiving public Iassistance. 

Caring and Paying: What Fathers and Mothers Say About Child Suppon. 1992. Frank Furstenberg, Jr., Kay 
Sherwood, Mercer Sullivan. IChild Suppon Enforcement: A Case Study. Working Paper. 1993. Dan Bloom. 

ITHE NATIONAL JTPA STUDY 
A study of 16 local programs under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), the nation's job training 

system for low-income individuals. 
 IImplementing the National JTPA Study. 1990. Fred Doolittle, Linda Traeger. 

The National JTPA Study: Site Characteristics and Panicipation Pal1erns. 1993. James Kemple, Fred Doolittle, 
. John Wallace. 

A Summary of the Design and Implementation ,of the National JTPA Study. 1993. Fred Doolittle. I 
I 
I 
I 
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I About MDRC 

I The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) is a 

nonprofit social policy research organization founded in 1974 and 

I located in New York City and San Francisco. Its mission is to design 

and rigorously field-test promising education and employment-related 

I 
programs aimed at improving the well-being of disadvantaged adults 

and youth. and to provide policymakers and practitioners with reliable 

evidence on the effectiveness of social programs. Through this work, 

I and its technical assistance to program administrators, MDRC seeks to 

enhance the quality of public. policies and programs. MDRC actively 

I disseminates the results of its research through its publications and 

through interchange with policymakers, administrators, practitioners, 

I and the public. 

I Over the past two decades - working in pannership with more than 

fony states, the federal government, scores of communities, and 

I numerous private philanthropies - MDRC has developed and studied 

more than three dozen promising social policy initiatives. 

I 
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