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LAWIUNCHH.ES | (202) 624-5R85 : . DEHOM{ K. KILMER
GOVERNOR ' DIRECTOR
MEMORANDUM
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 FROM:  Debby ki :

- SUBJECT: Flonda’s New Welfare Law

DATE: Fune 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 beiter chance of succeeding than full Congressional approval of a Wisconsin
“private relief bill”......cc..coocvveenninnns 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 ‘
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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

L]

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 emplover incentives to encourage job creation and retention.

Time Limits

Lifetime himit of 48 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 fimits or work requirements.



WAGES Summary
Page2 -

Chiid Care

Trangitional child care available for to 2 years after participants earn their way off

temporary cash assistance. Copay based on sliding scale.

Children of WAGES partlmpants children at risk of abuse or neglect and children of low

Income workmg 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 contnbutions which can be matched by publlc
funds to create a child care purchasing pool.

~ Child Support En forcement

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 WAGES. 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 WAGES 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
~ME1F28.D0C
May 6, 1996
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SENATE STAFF ANALYS!S AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT
(This documeqr is based only on the provisions centained in the legislation as of the latest date !isz;:dl below.}
Date:  March 12, 1996 " Revised: 5/15/96
Subject: Welfare Reform -
Analyst Staff Director Reference - Action’
1. LucyHadi Smith WM Favorable/CS
2. ‘ L -
3.
4.
5.
I Si:mmary:

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 of a
60-month period with a lifetime limit of 48 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 foliowing sections of the Florida
Statutes: '

Amends: .

Sections 11.50, 20.19, 39.044, 61.30, 61.11, 97.021, 194.013, 212.08, 230.23085, 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, 409.2562, 409.2564, 409.2566, 409.2567, 409.2572, 409.259, 409.2598,
409.275, 409.295, 409.315, 409.3535, 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, 414.17, 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.

'Preserlt Situation:

A. Entitlement to Weifare

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 of the

. principal wage earner by absence, death or disability. As a result of court 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 entltled 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 reachesage 18 or when the fannly 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 leasr
20% of nonexempt 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 chiid 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% of the AFDC families in Florida are involved in JOBS programs through Project
Independence.

Participation rates are calculated for each month. In calculating the participatioﬂ rate, the -
Department of Health 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

' SPONSOR: Senator Jennings and Others BILL: CS/SBI662 -

Page 3

experience and postsecondary education. There is no time limit or participation limit on
education or training services.

For failuré to meet J OB S requirements without good cause, AFDC benefits may be denied
to the offending parent and payments for the children can be made to a third party.
Sanctions are subject to the “fair hean'ng” process.

_ D. Eligibility, Income Disregards and Beneﬁt
Minor children and their.custodial parent(s) are eligible if they have been denied the

financial support of one 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
of a vehicle in excess of $1,500, and have income below 31% of the federal poverty level.
A portion of the income of a stepparent is included in calculating AFDC eligibility, For
AFDC recipients with eamed 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 of other 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 Security) 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 housing/shelter emergencies is available, Each family
may receive only one monthly rent or mortgage payment in a 12-month period.

F. Child Care :
The state must guarantee the availability of child care to AFDC clients if participation in’
employment programs is mandatory. Pursuant to federal law and s. 402.3015, FS, pricrity
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 of Health

and Rehabilitative Services (HRS) of which 10,800 (17.7%) are being used by children
whose parents are involved in Project Independence. 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 pementlle of the prevailing market rate for spec1ﬁc
types of care.

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 raté for prekindérgartén br’dgrams is set
independent of the reimbursement rate for subsidized child care provided to ch;ld:en of the

' $ame age.

Transitional and Support Services ‘
Transitional child care is provided for up to 24 months for chlldren 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
12 months of Medicaid coverage.

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 centificates (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). ‘ .

Fraud

Any person who prowdes false or.misleading information for the purpose of beco ming
eligible for public assistance or who intentionally fails to provide information that could
impact the amount of public 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.

Govemance and Administration - .

The Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (HRS) is a531gx1ed 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 [ndependence.

- Family Transition Program

During its 1993 session, the Florida Leglslature passed the Family Transition Act, Chapter
93-136, Laws of Florida, that authorized the Department of Health 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 through two pilot

demonstration sites in urban areas. In demonstration projects established in Alachua

(voluntary participation) and Escambia {mandatory paiticipation} 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,

Comprehensive family-centered case management,

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

Higher asset limits (35,000 plus value of a vehicle up to $8,500),

Disregard of stepparent income for up to six months,

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

based fee is charged during the second vear, |

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 accumnulated
excessive school absences or the parent fails to visit with the child’s teacher.

9. Immunization of all dependent children is required within 12 months; AFDC grant is
reduced for noncompliance, and

10. Incentive payments for employers to encourage employment of hard-to place clients.

D W

A two-phase evaluation of the Family Transition Program(FTP) was required by statute.

The initial phase of the evaluation performed by Manpower Demonstration 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 eamned income disregards and asset limits appear to encourage work and saving.

4. Extended transitional child care appears to encourage employment.

5. Leamnfare appears to have a positive nnpact on child school artendance and is supported
by the county school system.

During FY1993-96, HRS expanded the Family Transition Program to six additional sites.
No evaluatlve data is available from these new sites at this time.

. Effect of Proposed Changes:

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

B. Time Limits :
This bill imposes a limit of 24 months consecutive or cumulative w1thm 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 within a 72-month penod but are Stlll sub_:ect to the 48- momh
lifetime Hmit. :

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

“Hardship” exemptidns 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 find employmerit. The cumulative total of
~ months in which any individual may receive temporary assistance, including the “hardship”
" months, will not exceed 48 months. The number of hardship 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, en-the-job
training and education services for persons under age 20 who have not completed high
school.  Vocational education ot training can only be counted as a person’s primary work
activity for 12 months. No more than 20% of the 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 a job, the quality of the
placement with regard to salary, benefits and advancement 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 and 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 of assistance 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 month. $400/160hrs = $2.50
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per hour. Parent works 35 hours each week for total of 140 hours “Pay after performance”
wage: 140 X $2 30= $350 :

~ Incentives are available to encourage employers to hire WAGES program participants.
However, an employer who receives an incentive 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 reqmred to repay
some or all of the incentive rccewed :

Minor chlldren, parents with children under three months of age, caretakers whose needs are
not included in determining the family’s eligibility and individuals who are eligible for
Supplemental Security Income beneﬁts due to age or disability are excmpt from complying

. with work reqmrements :

Failure to compiy.with work requirements results in loss of income from wages or pay after .
performance. For the second incident of noncompliance, 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, if appropriate, will refer the participant for
services that could assist with achlevmg compliance.

Upon the second or third occurrence of noncomphance, assistance for children under age 12

~ in the family may be continued through a protective payee designated by the Department of
Health and Rehabilitative Services if it is determined by Children and Fa.rmly Services staff
to be in the chlldren 5 best interest. :

D. Eligibility, D1sregards and Benefits
Minor children and their parent(s) are eligible to part1c1pate 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 of which may not
exceed 38,500, and have income below 31% of the federal poverty level. The income of a
steppacent will be excluded in calculating eligibility: For WAGES participants with earned
income, the first $200 plus 0ne~half of the remainder will be disregarded in calculatmg 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 ’
Partriership). Applicants will be screened for work history as an indicator of early
employability and, if employable, 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 assistance through the WAGES program will be screened to
determine if provision of one-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
This bill provides a dlfferenual 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 of child 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 commercial 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 1 or 2) licensure deficiencies for two consecutive years. Qutdoor play
area space requirements for children under 12 months of age 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 of entry” 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 of the current hours/days of availability. Public school
systems are required to repott to the Legislature by March [, 1997, the success of their
efforts to meet the needs of current and potential Prekindergarten students for extended
hours/days of availability. _

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. Transitionai 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 of eamings. 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 (including substance abuse treatment) may be provided if
necessary for employment or employment-related training. '

“Bootstrap” trmmng may be available 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

- orrevocation of professional 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 cbligations.

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 Chlld 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 respon31b1hry given to the Auditor General’s Division of
Public Assistance Fraud. >
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V.

Govemance and Adminisiration

This bill creates a WAGES Program State Board the membership of Wh.lch is balanced with
regard to geography, gender and ethnicity, under the direction of a private sector business
leader and gives it responsibility to develop a comprehensive implementation plan inc!ixding
a resource allocation strategy, to charter and charge local WAGES Coahtlons and to monitor
and report progress in implementing the WAGES program.

Implementation of the WAGES program at the community level will be under the leadership
of local WAGES coalitions. At least one-half of the membership of each local coalition will
be from the business community. The coalitions will also include a representative of a
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 institutions are also
excluded from coalition membership, however county governmem representatwe(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 of Labor and Employment Security or through Jobs and
Education Regional Boards. Staff of the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services
will be collocated in the one-stop centers for temporary family assistance, subsidized child
care and other social and economic services. . Vocational education and training services
will be provided through the Jobs and Education Partnership of Enterprise Florida, Inc.,
pursuant to performance-based agreements.

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
combination of educational, social, and criminal justice strategies.

Implementation

The effective date for CSSB1662 is July 1, 1996, or upon certification by the Govemnor that
H.R.4 , the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act, or similar federal legislation
has been enacted. However, the Govemnor 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 WAGES Program as quickly as possible
consistent with phase-in priorities. -

Constitutional Issues:

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 legislation 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 Savings:

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 Total

Projected Savings:  (320,954,456) ($24,214,332) (845,168,788)
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o

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 lmposed for noncompliance will result in benefit payment

savings.
Fund General Revenue Trust Funds . Total
Projected Savings: (52,494,120) (83,141,063) ($5,635,183)

C. Policy Changes |
Federal welfare reform legxslatlon includes both mandatory and optional policy changes
that will substantially reduce welfare system cost.. This analysis assumes that Florida
will implement all the mandatory policy changes and will exercise its optlon regarding
other policy changes that can reduce welfare cost.

Fund General Revenue Trust F unds Total
Projected Savings: . (363,518,94 7) : (380,463,914) - _ (81 43,982,861 )

D. Maximize Available Federal Funding
Federal welfare reform legislation would make available more federal financial
participation in FY 1996-97 than Florida is currently receiving. General revenue
savings would result from fully utilizing all available federal funding. '

Fund General Revenue . Trust Fi unds Total

Projected Savings: ~ (8$7,446,499) . ($27,230,674) -~ ($34,677,173)

Total Projected Savings
Fund . General Revenue Trust Funds Total

Projected Savings:  ($94,414,022)  (5135,049,983) (8229,464,005)
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WAGES P}'agram Costs:

v A,

Work Pragram, Reqguirements and Incentives

There are costs associated with implementing WAGES program work requnrements
whether participants are placed in unsubsidized jobs, subsidized jobs or comumunity
service. These costs include transportatmn tools, uniforms and, when required,

- substance abuse treatment.
Fund o G’eneral Revenue  Trust Funds Total

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

B. Child Care

This analysis assurnes that licensed and exempt child care slots will be reimbursed at an
average rate of $3,400 per year and that unlicensed or informal child care slots will be
reimbursed at the rate of $1,700. Currently, uniicensed slots comprise no more than 7%
of all child care slots. Assumning this percentage remains constant, CSSB1662 provides
funds to serve at least 18,188 additional children in licensed or exempt subsidized child
cdre slots and an additional 5,000 children in unlicensed and informal child care slots.

Fund General Revenue Trust Funds Total
Projected Cost: - 5 Y/ . 554,0{6,487 ‘ 354,046,487
C. Incentives for Marriage

CSSB1662 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

Prajectéd Cost: 523,913,513 $30,140,540 - 554,054,053

- D. Fraud Prevention and Reduction

This bill requires all agencies involved in dehvenng WAGES program services to

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

fraud. Savings projected from implementation of aggressive fraud prevention and
reduction efforts were incorporated in the FY1996-97 General Appropriations Act.
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Fund General Revenue Trust Funds Total
Prijected Cost: 58,736,372 58,73 5,3 72 $17,472,744

E. Reducing Teen Pregnancy and Qut-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 ) Total
Projected Cost: 52,885,359 - 37,115,905 . 510,001,264

F. Special Needs Allowance for Disabilities

Provides an allowance in the eligibility determination 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 Toral
Projected Cost: - 54,400,000 - 35,600,000 : 510,000,000

The net projected fiscal impact attributabie to CS/SB1662 is as follows:

Fund General Revenue Trust Funds Total
Projected Savings: (894,414,022) {8135,049,983) . ($229,-4 64,005)
Projected Cost: - 362.6 70,063 5128,441,20% - $i91,111 ,268r

Net Fiscal Impact: (331,743,959) (% 6,608,778) (838,352,737}
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" VI. Technical Def_iciencies:

None,

VI, Related Issues:

None,

Vill. 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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History

Under the leadership of Governor Lawton Chiles, Florida has been testing a sweeping, time-
limited, welfare reform plan that promotes the Independence of work ovar dependence on
governmaent. in 1994, the state started Family Transition Projjram welfare reform piiot projects
in Escambia and Alachua counties. The Escambia pilot was inandatory for AFDC participants,

the Alachua pilot was voluntary,

The Famlly Transition Program limited AFDC benefits to two years for most recipients and three
years for some with special needs. The pilot programe provad to be successtul In help:ng
pecple move from welfare to work.

After review, tha mandatory pilot was deemed {he moet effact ve in bringing positive change to
Florida's welfare system. Florida's weifare reform pilots have helped meet the real life needs of
participants by providing poar mothers with the day care, health cara, education and job training
they need to achleve financial independence from welfare. In 1885, Governor Chiles expanded
the mandatory pliot program to six addmonal sites In Duval, Li:e, Orange, Pinellas, 5t. Lucie

and Volusia oounties

Duﬂng hig 1996 State of the State Addrese, Governor Chiles mallengad the Legislature to “turn
welfare applicstions Into job applications” and pass a strong, bipartisan welfare reform plan. On
May 3, 1998, the Legisiature passad the Work and Gain Economic Self-aufficianey (WAGES) -
bill. Governor Chiles praised the leglslation for making Florid: the largest etate in the nation ¢
encourage “‘work and productivity over welfare® and pledged ) sign the legislation into law.

i

Requlm Work

s Adults are mguimd ta work or engage in work activities as a condition of receaiving benefits. |
Weekly work hours will be the value of cash assistance and food siamps divided by the
minimum wage, but not more than 40 hours per week. :

o People who don't comply with work requirements will face immediste sanctions. In soms
circumstances, protective payees may be assxgned to manage funds for children of parents

who fail to cumply



\.
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Makes Work Pay

The ndes ore changed to famava panaltien for working end to provide Incentives that

Participants can accrue savings 1o assist In the transition to work end educe retums to
Provides emplayer incantives to encourage job creation and ratantion.

Time Limits

o

Llfetlmo limit of dﬂmﬂnihl.
For most, there is @ 24_mamn.tima.llmﬁ out of any 80 con secutive months.

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

l:iandsbmxemmm limited to 10% of caseload -In first yoar, 15% in second year and 20%
for third and fulure years.

Child-only cases (children fiving with Grandparents or other extended famlly members) are
not subject to tima imits or work requirements. .

Child Care

Transitional ghild carg available for to 2 years aﬂar participants earn their way off
temporary cash assistance. Copay basad on gliding cale.

Children of WAGES participants, children at risk of aause or neglect and children of low
income working families receive priority for child care

implements the Child Care Partnewhio Act to promote child care for working famities
and provide {ncentives for employers to make conlributions which can be matched by

public funds to create a child care purchasing pool.

Child Support Enforcement

with ¢hild support enforcement as a condition of WAGES program
eligibitity. : .



e Toughens garnishment of paternity testing laws. -
. Creates a Commission on Responalble Eatherhood to promote strategles that

encourage responoible fatherhood and which shoilld bé recognized, expanded or
replicated.

Teen Pregnancy Prevantion and Teen Pareni Requirements

s Lotal WAGES Coalitions must create aggmm]g_;amegzamn to reduce teen pregnancy
and out-of-wedlock births. _

« Teen parents must liva at home or under the supems(m of a rasponsible adult and must -
stay in school. |

Governance and Implementation

o Creates a businags-dominated WAGES State Program Board and local WAGES Coalitions
1o guide implemantation.

o Provides for phased imptementauon'with.wmgm_mmﬁm and-

then Invested in program measures that require investmant.

s Changes in work activity requirements and setting up WAGES Board and Coalitions can be

Implemented without {adarg) legisiation, Sweeping changes in program rules will be ready -
- for iImplementation ugan passage of federal welfare fof_orm. _

Ccmtlngency Funding/Flexibility

+ The Werking Capital Fund may be used to lmplemen' the WAGES program during fiscal
year 1986-87 when the requirements of the program ey ceed the amount of funds avallable.
Budget flexibility I8 provided for the transfer of fundt between appropriation categories,
budget entities and depariments as nacessary.



STATE OF‘ FLORIDA

QBffu:e of the Gonernor

THE CAPITOL
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0001

LAWTON CHILES

GOVERNOR
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: CONTACT: April Herrle or
April 23, 1997 , . - Karen Pankowski

(904) 488-5394
GOVERNOR CHILES SUES FEDERAL GOVERN MENT OVER
. 'WELFARE REFORM RESTRICTIONS ON LEGAL NON CITIZENS
 TALLAHASSEE -- On behalf of the State of Florida, Governor Lawton Chilés |
today filed suit against the United States Government seekjng relief from changes in
federal welfare laws thﬁt restrict esséntial federal benefits for many legal non citizens in
Florida. Under the -1 996 welfare reform law, an estimated 100,000 legal immigrants in
Florida -- many of whom are elderly or disabled -- will lose one or more federal benefits
| that help pay for food and other basic fiving expenses. o '
“The loormng crisis that we are facing is not the result of true welfare reform.
" Rather, it stems from a veiled attempt by Cq_ngress to balance the federal budget on the
‘backs of Florida taxpayers,” Governor Chiles said. “These c;uts are cru‘ell and will go
directly to the heart of c:mr state’s cc)mmmﬁtics Congr’ess must dct 10 correct this basic
: unfaxrness and until it does, tlns suit will keep the focus where is should be ~ a1 the
: fcdcral level.”
FLORIDA’S CASE

Florida’s suit agamst the U.S. Govemment Health and Human Servxces Secrétary

Donna Shalala, Social Security Administration Acting Commissioner Iohn Callahan and
Agnculturc_ Secretary Dan Glickman is being filed today in federal court in Miami.
Florida’s suit alleges that the 1996 Welfare Reform Act: '

s violates the due process clause of the Sth Amendment of the United States
Constitution by denying equal protection to legal non ¢itizens with disabilities by
terminating Supplemental Security Income {SSI) and food stamp benefits;

» violates an agreement with the Social Security Administtation 1o reimburse Dade
County for interim assistance paid to legal non citizens;

s violates Article I'V and the 10th Amendment of the Unifed States Constitution by
forcing Florida to assume the costs of caring for the individuals losing benefits; and

(mbre)
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= violates basic constitutional principles 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 reform was enacted.

_ PLAINTIFFS TO LAWSUIT _

Aloug with Govemor Chﬂes the other governmental plaintiffs in the case are:

' Attoi'ney General Bob Buttenvorth; Florida Department of Children & Family Services
Secretary Ed F,eaver; Florida Agency for Health Care Administration Director Doug

Cook and Dade County Mayor Alex Penelas. In addition to local and sltate agencies suing
' the federal g'ovenuﬂerii,’ ﬁvo people fepresenting the class of individual plaintiffs also
joined Governor Chiles:

s Rafael Caramanzana - A 32-year-old who was born with sevete brain damage and
cerebral palsy and immigrated to the U.S. in 1983 with his parents and is a lawful
permanent residént. 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 rejected due to mental impairments.

s Eduardo Marsans -- A 21-year-old who has been a lawful permanent 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’ farhily pay rent and buy
food. Because he has not lived in the U.S. for five years, Marsans is not eligible for
naturalization until May, 1998. His benefits will be terminated unless he subrmts
proof of his continued eligibility for SSI by May 12, 1997. '

LEGAL REMEDIES ’ |

In the suit, Flo_rida is asking the Coutt to: declare that denying .SSI and food stamp
benefits to otherwise eligible lawful permai:ueﬁt‘ resident aliens is uncqnst-itu‘tional and |
“void; restore SSI and food stamp beneﬁts to legal non citizens; 'dec]are that the Social

Security Admmxstratlon s rule is void bécause it is arbitrary and capnclous it

. was unlawfully promulgated and retroacnvely breached the agreement 10 reimburse

entities f_or mnterim assistance.

(rﬁore)_ .
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~ Because of the 1996 changes in federal welfare law, Florida’s state and local
govémmen;s may lh‘ave to fill the vacuum left by the climiﬁa,tion of 'f.'ederal assistancé W
 some 'legal immigrants -- placing the burden on Florida’s state and local ﬁﬁpayers 0
p'ick‘up the yearly tab to serve needy legal immigrants who lose federal benefits. These
changes’cdu)d place a significant burden on thé delivery of social services in Florida and
are likely t6 impa'ﬁt services for elders, place a strain on pﬁblic hdspitals, increase health

~ care costs and put more people on the streets,

FLORIDA'S EFFORTS TO DATE
Today’s action follows a series of steps taken by Governor'Clhiles and Lt.
| - Governor Bﬁddy MacKay to profect Florida's taxpayers and ensure-that- critical federal
_benefits remain available to legal non citizens who have lived in Florida since welfare
. reform legl slation was enacted, ,
¢ Extended Medicaid and Temporary Ald for Needy Families (TANF Y coverage for all
« quahﬁed atiens” residing in Florida as of August 22, 1996. -

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

- = Naturalization as;istanée: developed self-help information packet to distribute to-all
elderly and disabled non citizens likely to loose federal benefits.

BTT
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POLITICS & POLICY

‘bothet| me at all,”

By ROCHELLE SHARPE
Staff Reporter of ThE WALL STREET JOURNAL
Welfare reform has Spawned 'a new.
kind of jury system in Flonda 5 Escambm

- County.

Before pebple get thrown off the welfare

" rolls there; panels of citizens rewew thexr
‘eases ‘and decide whether ttrey shouid

lose government aid. The volunteers say °

- they try to judge with empathy; but usually

wind up getting depressed and disgusted.

" They have vated to eliminate cash benefits .
" for ‘all 45 recipients who hit thé two-year

time limit as of last month and:hadn't -

_complied with the rules of 4 state pilot.

we!farE -bverhaul project bemg conducted
in theicounty. -

Cuhtmg people. orf the rolls ' doesnt
says panelist Paul
Blackian, agovemmenf investigator, Mr..

- Blackman says he originally -wanted to

participate ori the panels to protect recipi-.
ents’ rights. But now he believes.clients he:
sees get too much help from-the:state, -

“‘They are coddled.” he complains. sV .

"By actually choypmg people :off wel-

" fare, the panels.are doing-what many staté.

officials from- governors to caseworkers -
have beeh Teluctant to do $o-far under.
welfare overhaul. Nearly “40 states .are.
seeking 0 exempt some adult food- -stamp
recipients from food-stamp- cutoffs Atthe
same time, only a handfu) of states have
tiken the option, given_ to them -by. Con-
gress last year, to cut off Medlcald and
welfare to legal immigrants. - :

Certain Credibility : »
Charles Bates, dLStﬂCt admlmstrator of

" Florida's- Department of Children and .
Families, says the action of the Escambla o

Courity panels “gives:me.a certain: amount -
of public credibility that we wouldn't have |
without them. We're getting’it from dli the
people who want to throw zll the bums off -

Twelfare] to people who think we're: bemg

cruel for what wé're doing.” -~

The panelists are siapposed to be cllent
advocates, making sure the- govemment
has given recipients every opportunity (o "

- . copperate with. the program.” Sometimes
they take vérbal.abuse from clients, other
- times they give encnuragement. Mamgy. :
though, they get frustrated: thiat most re- -
cipients don’t even bother:to attend :the ;’
hearings. ‘You sit 0n one of these panels, .

" and you go home very angry,” says Emily -

L prog'l;ams , ! :
. -Good Evaluation Ce e

Baird, a retlred 75—year-old psychothera—
pist. | .

The volunteers’ v1ews are- skewed by
the fact thal they review: cases:of; only

those who fail to-follow; the: plans: devxsed

by their .caseworkers. Bes;des imposmg
time Jimits on benefits and finding-work, :

. the expenmental Farmly Transition Pro--
.'gram gives recipients much.morée personal
- altehtion from  caseworkers -and -offers -
- more help with child care and transporta-.

tion problems than uﬁder prevmus ‘welfare

Overall, the pilot project in Escambla
Coun!!y seems to be helping rempmnts fmd
jobs ¥nd increase their pay, according to a

'preh‘lunary evaluation released last week

by Manpower Démonstration - Research

. Corp:, a New York-based nonprofit. group.

Participating in the program for:15:months’ -
increased the employment rate of recipi-

. ents by 15% and their earnings by’ 15%," .

the group fourd. And.their salafies’ kept
rising. During the final 99 days ‘of rthe. ™

study, thoge it the program. eamed 24% e

mdore than people in & control group. with

employed participants makmg an averagﬁb MOTOCORY - -

' ‘r1'ed only by initials, résent the queries. *
“* “Why do youwant to know? It's nofie -

| Typical review:process for FECIpiENS who dont

“UTHs rath
- lackadalsucal:

P was

| Remewmg Welfare Cases m a Flonda County ,
F rustmted Volur_;teers Cut Rolls as States Delay

But the progran program &S cesses a're"n t‘t‘n_‘

© focus of the seven-mémber panels,” They
_typlcally paview ‘cases of recaleitrant re-

clplents nine mohths-after they enter: the
program 'and: then:ine months-later if

' 'they are still having -problems ' — usually
. voting at that t1me on: termmatmg bene-
fits, '

. Some 65 volunteers from vanous wa.lks
Gf life ‘rotate among seven panels. whlch
were begun.about: three: ¥ears ago. They |

conduct their $0-minute heamngs like caurt:

. 'proceedmgs ‘Sitting'at a large table inthe

front of-a room, ‘they listen to a recipient’s.
. ¢ase manager and career adviser diseuss
the patticipant's-behavior: — dwelling on -

. if the recipient is-there; the panellsts ask

broken appbintments and-promises. Then, . l ,
. quesuons. i

- Sometimes, the cllents who are 1dentl-_

of your business;” " one.woman hollered,
- recalls Doris Orvis, 47, & housemfe who
‘sits ‘on pauels .After one 'man became ;
-red-faced.: screammg ohscemnes at-the- |
_-panel before 'he. stormed out,” Ms. Orvis
'says. ghe started bringing. her celiular’

«",phone to'the hearings 80, she could call 91l

Jif necéssa.ry
Other recipients remam mute; respund
"ing tor panellsr.s only by nodding. Because
.many women seeth- intifnidated by the
“proceedings, .Carol. Sasser, 51,"a retired’
_ chernical, operator; often: focusas on: put~
S ting them. at ease. Once, she says, “she -
:dmmvered that a woman had trouble work-'.
"ing because of back problems; Fhe woman. |

had never told her. caseworker or. sougm\

-'-{cuttmg Off Welfare

,‘comply with the Family Transnmn ngram in
. Escambia County, Fla

-E:cambia-—;
County - -

1 Seven- member panel .
re\rlews case atnine months

2 Panel reconsmers case a8
" ‘months: and recommends
.. whether to :ermlnate benefits

3 Welfare officials determine - .
. whether.children losing:bengfits.
ot be: at risk of entering faster
-care-cr. emergenr:y shelter, '

' 4 Chﬂdren ciewrmmed o be at risk have
| -~ benefits given to; guardian,

Samre Manpawar Demansfrarm Reseamn curp

medlcal treatmem because she couldnt R

afford tosee d.doctor, - -
'But the’ review “boarts dont usually' -

: unearth such understandabie explanatmns )
of.why recipients’ have troublé parricipat-. -

~inginthe program “Somedon’t séem to be
;-impressed by anytm &' says,Dorene An-
,geles.,;?,‘i .or-mer ,neWSpaper a-reporté
Iscouraging; to. seé people 50
about: the!r futures DS

Panelist Is Upset

“to tefminate someone’s welfare: benefits, | ..

" there's usually little debate.*Some- board
members. worry. what will-bappen to. the."
--children ‘of the ‘¢clients, but Ms. -
‘rationalizes her decisions; saying, "Maybe
_childrem.are suffermg morg by leammg to-
."he dependent on taxpayers.' ‘The state:”
-reviews ali of the. pane}s dec1sxons and has-
the authority to'reverse them,, but has yet
't0.do so. In'three £ases, though, it. didn t-
termmate the.children’ s.benefits; -
‘But pane] members say-they. don t want
10 be- in the business of ;just punxshlng
E peopre Most say they ‘want-1g- mspu-e
_recipients and perstade thém' tn take ad

The best timeto chdnge- attztudes ”LS'
during-a.person's first: ‘hearing, panelis:s e
say, They try. all sorts of*miethods 1o get'

panehst saylngtoone recaicitrant woman. . .
“What's- going- {o- happen ‘to-your -kids? - [
Who s their role model going t0.be?" ‘The

, .woman burst into tears and: by.the. end of - .

the session. had ‘signied up for. her mtssed -
appomtments Ms. Orvis says. - .
-In another case, William' Bryant 68 a -

retired computer analyst, recalis a-listless. . -~

woman wha looked: “ready for someone to -

#beat her with gourds.” ‘Instead, -he says, .. )

-‘one panelist told her.how. smart she was;

that her academic test scores were higher’ . - -

- than hers; Board members also focused o

~all-of the program’s benefits, hé says, and. o

' poinited out that if she took advantage of -

them, 'she"could win." By the end of the'
" 30-minuteé  session, he says,- the woman ‘- » L

' left wnh a gl1sten in her eye

:j.}- _3;
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“~Board members get disgusted by recipl a

ents wha sliow i up better dressed than they. -
aré, Ms. Orvis says. And. one panellst who ™

is on Social Security. got upset-when she -
;realized .that a: partunpant was recewmg

twice as much govemment aid.- as’ she

PRESERVAT FON

JBaird,;

" vantage of the program. ¢ . - . . R

.through 1o participanis; heranng some S
t while praising others. -~ -

“In 12 more, months, there. wlll be’ no‘ Lo

more money.” Ms:: Oms recalls another- -

.I:I‘.'._ .- .‘-.." - - & A '.--'l', ":1‘ l‘ .
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Yot  Bruce Reed/Cathy Mays

e N T

Subject: President's Anhouncement of Goodwill's Welfare to
Work Dermonstration Project??

Date:  October |7, 1996

‘Goaodwill's authorizing Ianguage is in the Personal Responsabnhty and Work Opportumty

Reconcnhataon Act of 1956, See attached section.

Goodwill's $10 Million request has been -prow'dhed for within the $44 Million under Social

- Services and Income Mairtenance Research in Chilgren and Families Services Program, in the

Making Appropriations for the Department of Defense for Flsca! Year 1997 Confe rence
Report 1o HR3610. See attached sections. : .

Now Uie questicn drises: How do we get the President 10 announce Goodwill's Welfare to
Work Demonstration Prolect during any upcom:ng visits to Florida or Louisiana in the next

few weeks? |

Please advise on how we could make this happen!

cc: Rich Tarplan, HHS

.21

Post-it: Fax Note 7671 [Date /c//? |pﬂgas

To BKEL‘C‘;":. q}f,_(_ |Femy )i Ko ﬁané f«-’ 2]

Co/Dept. ) Co. . : ,
Frore B e in g ,/.:33’ ]33
Fox # .

Faxd 7, ,_._/5/527" =577

e iR
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otherwisa), the percentege thot has hwi’fh inspronce pro-
vided by an ogency of governpient, and the percenlege that
does not have health tnsiurance.
(G The aeerege income of ihe families of the members
of ecch grouyp.
"WH) Such other mialiers ¢s lhe .S".crc.arv c’reen's r*p,,ro
riale.
“th) ';‘U\m\c OF STUDIES AND stoxs*:u'noxe —

“1) IN GENERAL—COul of crny morey in the Treesnry of the
United States nol otherwise upproprialed, there ore uppro- .
priated $13,000,000 for ecch of fiscel rears 1897 ihrough 2062
for the purpose of paying—

(A} the cost of conducting the research described in
subsection faj;
"B} the cost of dm:efopfng ﬂnd evcl:mting innotative
aﬁpmad‘es for reducing welfere depentency end inercosing
well-being of miror ch,lc ren mu'cr subsection {b);
“%CJ the Federol share of any Stgig-initiated smd} cp-
proueri under subsection {f); and
“(D) an amount delerinined by the Secrelary to be nec-
essary io operate and evelueite demonsirotion projects, re-
) Imwg io thrs port, thot are in efiect or epproued under see-
tion 1115 as of Seprember 30, 1595, and cre continued effer
such dete.

“f2) ALLOCATION.—Of Me gimount approprialed mm‘er
paraomph {1) for a fiscel year—

“tA) 50 percent shall be clloccred for the purposes de-
scnbed in subparagrephs (A) and (B) of péragraph (1), end

(B} 80 percent shall be cllocoted for the purposes de-
scnbed ir b raphs (Cland (D) of paragroph (1),

(3] DEMONSTRATIONS OF INNOVATIVE STRATECIES.—1h€
Secretary moy implement ond evoluaie demornistrolions of inno-
vative and promising strategies which—

“(A} prouvide one-lime capital funds to ecmbhsh ox-

pand, or replicate progroms;

“(B) tast performance- baspd grant-te-loan f"nan(ug in
which progreams piegting per,or'nanw iurgels receive grants
while programs not meeting such lergets repoy uuding on
a prorate& busis; and

"(C) test stralegies in multiple Stafes and types of com-

| m.
_'.'(i) CrILD %ovsnn* HATES. —

(1) IN GENERAL-~Not leter than 20 deys ofler the dule of
the enactment of this part, and ennually Lthercafier, the chief ex-
ecutive officer of each Stale shail submit lo the Secreicry a
statemnent of the child poverty rete in the State us of such date
of enccinient or the dute of the miost recent srior statcment
under this peregraph.

“(2) SUBMISSION CF CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN.—Not laler
then 80 days ofier the date o Siale submils a siciement under
parcgreph (1) which indicetes thot, as a result of the amend-
‘ments madz by section 103 of the Personal Responsidility and
Work Op,;orum;y Reconciliction Act ¢f 1696, tkhe child poverly
rofe of the Sicte las iucrensed by 5 percend or more since the
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SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANY ,

. The conference agreement provides $2,500,000,000, instead
2,450,000,600 as prcposed by the House in HE. 3755 a
32,240,000,000 as propcsed by the Senate in H.R. 3755 as report

- from Commitize. The agreement supersades P.L. 104-193, the W

fare and Medicaid Reform Act, which provides $2,380,000,000 f
the sccial services block grant in fiscal year 1967,

CHILDREXN AND FAMILIES SZRVICES PROGRAMS
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS)

The conference agreement includes $5,383,569,000, instead
24 883,793,000 as preposed by the House-in HR. 3755 =
$4,658 434,000 25 proposed by the Senate in H.R, 37535 as report
from Committee. In addition, the sireement includes rescissions
prier aporopriations of $27,000,000 as propesed by the Senate, T
Housza bill included no rescissions. The aygreement includ
$3,681,000,00C for the BHead Start projram and $489,600,000 |
the Community Services Block Grant.

Within the social eervices and income maintenance resear
activity, the conferees are In agreement with the Senate Repc

eroing the use of funds t! spletion of current fam
support center grants, The conference agreement also includes sv
ficient funding within this aciivity to carry out activities authonz
by section 412(hX3) of the Secial Security Act invelving demonst:
tions of innovative strategies which would include funding for s
cessful programs that move people from welfare to work, The S

retary is urged {o nrovide funding that is fully adequate to cal

ottt thig section.

The conferees expect tne Department to contribute, from
sources provided for sociz) services research, to the Residential E
ergy Consumption Survey and the Census Buresu March curre
population survey to assure that the low-income household com)

_nent is-included in the survey.

The conferees concur in the Senate Report language concerni
the job creation demonstration authorized under szction 505 of ¢
Family Support Act of 1988 and the language concerning the Al
ka Federation of Natives., :

 The agreement includes language as propased by the Sen;
requiring the Secretary to use up to one percent of CSBG funds -
FY 1997 to corract allocation errors that occurred in FY 19935 a
FY 1996 to ensure that the minimum aliotment to each State
each of those years would be $2,222,460. The House bill had
sitmilar provision. . : ' - -

The agreement includes language as propozed by the Sen:
requiring that no more than one-halt of one percent of CSBG fur
shall be used to carry outl section 674(z) of the Community Sarvii
Block Grant Act. This section deals with training and technical .
sistonce, evaluation and dala collection. The House bill ‘had

similar provisien..

The agreement inserts several legal eitations proposed by t -
Genate modified to cite the Social Security Act instead of the W
fare Reformn Act, deletes s cilation for the community schools p
gram under the Crime Trust Fund proposed by the Senate and .
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EY 1993 - FY 1592 . Reportsd | memmus—ess Conference
A m e e ey e . Houry L ...Dmelte  Sonferemce L FTee K
CHILDREM AND FAMILIES SERVICES PROGRANS
Programa for Children, Youlh, and Familles: . : o
T I P PO R R coee 3,889,329 3,981,000 3,600,600  3.600,C00  3.951,000 . 411,67} +38),0
Consolidated runeway, ho&\nin youth program...... —— 59.6712 ne—- e - e -
Runamsy end homelosy youlh, ... ..o viveiniinn e 43,65) ‘ - 43,653 . 87,65) 43,652 C mmw -
Runaway youlh = kransbllonel VEving. .. oerieee.... 14,848 —- 16,949 ;u,sw 4,949 w—— "
Subloted, FuREwEY. L. ei .t aaenes TP TN YY 62,672 52.602  Ba.603 - @e.eo2 . . TTTTTTTTI
Tlcﬁ pragnancy prevenlion Inliiativa,.. ..., .., e . 3,000 W}  ee- . S C e ~—— -
Lhild abu;i stete grents......... ... .. PN - 21,0386 7_ 22,254 21,016 21,025 - 2¥,02% . ——- ’ <
Child abuse dlscretlonery aclivition,, . ... .... R 14,164 - 14,184 THIT 14,134 '_ - L
Temparary childcar.jcrlﬁl; nuresries....... P e eae 9,815 . T - : —~—— 9,838 S -
Ablhé@h.d Intenle assistancs. .......... ceeien ..L. 12.26% . 14,408 12,351 12;251 12,251 - -
Child walfare ].rvlcoi.f..... ....... o enea b aenara 27?;399 23,999 277,389 '27?.389 293,849 «14,600 . 414.,86
ChEld wallars trelning....... i s 2,000 --=- 4,000 4,000 4,000 +2,000 -
Child weilers innovallve programs. . ... e e e 39,173 . - mae . .
.Chlld_w-llqra lengitudinal etudy fnen-sédl,....... - [6,0C0) 15,000) {(5,0C0) (S.OQO) - (8,000) - ——— .
fialfere refora rnstirah (nen=add) ... .... .., ..., c— 115,000} (IB.OOO! ‘ I}B.OQOJ {18,CC0O} {+4%,000) --
Adoptlon opportunitlen......... et e Es A 11,000 - $i,000 18, 000 13,000 E 2,000 1,00
Soclsl services & Income malntenance reswarch. . . ...... -— 10,000 -— 47,000 44,000 _' +44 COO «44,0¢
Femily violence 1/ .. ... . . . . .. . nisianarrtieneraaan - ' 32,84) 32,613 ' 35.042‘ - - 62,000 *39.357 25,81
Coomunily Hered Resource Canters........ e, 21,0000 - 80,569 - 37.935 32,895 W9.938 31,8

1/ 932,643,000 funded in Senate biV1 undor battcred
women's ehallesr2 with the wviolant crime raducllon
trust fund.
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FLORIDA

| FLORI])‘A'

| Flonda is 1mp1ementmg a "Fa:mly Transition Program™ for AFDC rec:pleuts in two counnes
Under the plan, most AFDC families wul be lumted © co!lectmg beuef' s for 3 maximum of 24

* months i in’ any §-year period.

. lndwiduals who exhaust their, transitional AFDC benefits, but are unable to find employmem
wul be gua.ramead the op'pottumty to worl: at.a job paying more than their AFDC grant The

demonstrauon also prov:des a 10nger penod uf ehg:bll ity — 36 months in any 6-year penod ~ for
families who are at a high. r:sk of becommg welfare dapendent :

- Medicaid a.nd child ¢are benefits will be available in the demonstrauon Local commumty

- boards wdl play a large role in overseemg the prograrn

" Other ele.mem.s of the demonstration include an increase in the e.amxngs disregard formula and o
asser ceilings, as well as a statewnde requirement that AFDC parents must ensure that their children -
have been unmnmzed

1993 AFDC ¢cases 254, 006 demgnstration covers 96% of ca.seioad

Flonda 5 waivet request was recewed on September 21, 1993, and grantad onJ anuary. 27,
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Famﬂy Transmon Program
o Mzd-Febmmy Status Report '*

i
‘ |

- rmrGamswvé---*Alat:lma Escambla%?eﬂsaccla,
R - lmand bndm(%cpahor\) |

Pt . - 27%  _nla
Volunteers =~ A

- Entered r. 64 291 ?lO'IHJ. 365 |
| ',_Employment R -

| o Ful-time . 41 '  178 %M ;:
Part-ﬂme‘-" .. o 23 113_~a’ro_’rt¢l: 13;@ o
Aversge  $5.55 8550
Wage - e .
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE ~ ' contact: David Siegel
Thursday, Jan:. 27, 1994 - - (202) 401-9215

HHS Secretary Donna E. Shalala today approved a welfare L
reform demonstration for the state of Florida which makes sevieral
major changes to the Aid to Famllles with Dependent Children :

{(aFDC) proqram. R _ i : . “?

"Over the past several months our’ department has approvbd
nine cther state welfare: demonstratlons as part of the |
administration’s commitment to state flexibility and
experlmentation. I am _confident the Florida demonstration T am -
approving teday will add to our knowledge of how welfare can most
effectlvely ke reformed," Secretary Shalala Sald

Under the demonstration, called a "Family Transition =
" Program," certain welfare families in two Florida counties will

be limited to collecting AFDC benefits for a maximum of 24 months.
- .in any five-year period. Families that lose benefits because| of

this time limit, and are unable to find employment, will be .
guaranteed the opportunlty to work at a job paylng more than !
their AFDC beneflts._- . -

Mary Jo Bane, assistant secretary for children and famllles,'

said "I am pleased we have worked with the state to develop a
program that implements a comm1tment to transitional welfare b
followed by work.™ : o .

' Major elements of the demonstration 1nclude°

o A new requirement that will limit AFDC families to two
' years of transitional beriefits after which they will

work. Exceptions to the rule will apply in cases where
rec1p1ents are .not able to work or have very young :
children. Also, families deemed to be at high riski of
long-term welfare dependency could receive benefits: for
36 months in a six-year period. Families that lose’
benefitg because of the time limit will enter a. . ‘
wtrangitional employment” program, in which they w111
be offered employment in prlvate- or publlc-sector
]obs. ;

o To encourage work, AFDC famllles will have the flrst
. .*  $200 in monthly income, plus one-half of the rema1n+ng
et amount, disregarded when AFDC benefits are- calculated.
; This represents a 51gn1f1cant 1ncrease over current!
: earnlngs dlsregards. : :

- MORE -
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Famllies w1ll be able to accumulate up to $5,000 in
assets as well as have up to $8,150 equity in a car so
long as the vehiele is utilized primarily for
self-sufficiency purposes. Current law limits a
family’'s assets and equity in one automoblle to $1, 000

and $1 500,‘respect1vely

Medical ‘care and. Chlld care beneflts will be extended :
for families who are Jin tran51tion from AFDC to. self-

.suff1c1ency

‘Flnally, AFDC parents will. ‘need to ensure that their R
- children have beén immunized and are regularly ’ SR
.attending school. Benefits can be reduced .when elther

reguirement is not belnq met.

_ Florlda's demonstratlon will 1nclude a rlgorous evaluatlon
using random aSSLgnment +to control and experlmental groups.

The ¢linton admznlstratlon has prev;ously approved welfare
demonstrations for Ceclorado, Georgla, Illinois, Iowa, Oklahoma,
Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin and Wyoming. Most of the

' demonstrations include some form of linkage between receipt of
welfare to enrollment in self‘suff1c1ency activities.

.# # #.
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Desofibtion

o Replace the current $90 and’ $30 and one—thlrd dlsregards, in
- . determining the amount of AFDC benefits, with a single, non-
tlmewllmlted dlsregard of $200 plus one-~half the remalnder

o - Ellmlnate the 30~day unemployment requlrement the 100~hour
rule, the required quarters of work, and (on a case-by-case
basis) the S-month time limit requlrements in the AFDC~UP
program. .

- o - Limit eligibility for AFDC benefits for]applicents and

‘¢urrent recipients, with some exceptions, to 24 months in
-any 6Q-month period. A family whose AFDC._time limit expires
"will be offered transitional employment in a private or
fpubllc-sector job : '

o _[3Incroase transmtlonal child care beneflts and remove the

periodic 1ncome reportlng requlrement for trans;tlonal
Medicaid.
) jDisreQard for & months the income of a stepparent.whose

‘needs are not included in the AFDC assistance.unit.

o Ralse the AFDC resource limit to $5,000 and the vehicle -
- equity value limit to $8,150.

‘0.  Exclude. 1nterest income of AFDC reclplents in determlnlng
AFDC and Food Stamp beneflts.- .

o "Requlre school conferences, regular school attendance, and
1mmun12atlons. :

o "Hodlfy the JOBS program by lowerlng the age of child for
JOBS exemption to 6 months, allowing non-custodial parents’
'partlcipatlon in employment and training activities,
allewing incentive payments to employers, and establlshlng a
bootstrap training program to continue the prov1sion of
-education and tralnlng servxces to- those who lose AFDC
benefits. o

.0 '-.Dlsregard certa;n income of teenagers ln determlnlng AFDC
L .and Food stamp beneflts.‘ o . ..
Status

Appllcatlon received September 21 1993

Approved January 27, 1994 - '__ S o

Proposed lmplementatlon date' February 1594
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March 10, 1995

Mr. Bruce Reed

The White BHouse

QOffice 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
the :geood' news of Goodwill" and to review ways you can

help us.s R ?T’,'H B e nte pme D A

". E - -‘ e 1' ?_.': ”_v e s o -_——- P '.‘1‘“- T e . 'a' - . ._. .,‘ e
ﬁ<f~'12) Demonstrate the v1ab111ty of our 1nnovat1ve JOB
CONNECTION program supported by the donations

of usable discards:

2.) Demonstrate the viability of "partnering"™ with
-the 190 Goodwill TIndustries: the naticon'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,; we have taken the liberty

of including you as an "ex officio" member of our tean

andi- will be sendlng along regular updates on our

progress.-*uﬁ RN LR T o Tt LEpY e i Do e
yE e -F':"(“f.":" f"-”"'"-'-‘»' Cot :'.\..'." ST

. R T £ B e PO R s LR
P R .
Lo . . . . e EERE PR

"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
come to Sarasota for a tour. I'll even buy dinner.

Once again, thanks for your help and interest.

erely,

The Rev. Mr. Donald L. Roberts

/pt

cc: Senator Marlow ook
Carl Bauer
Sandra Purgahn
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WELFARE REFORM AS
' PROPOSED BY PRESIDENT CLINTON
' CAN WORK...

" ASK JOSE GARCIA



D " 1CAN DO THAT
‘ e L - Goodwill helped José Garcia find
“ hope and a new life.

Not too long ago, 25-year-old |osé
Carcia was picking tomatoes in a blaz-
ing hot field outside of Bradenton for
$12a '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-
s side hirn, jose had never received

' health insurance, benefits and aves-
tirme. “In the fields S,fou’re nobody,” he
remembers. “They treat you like an
N : . . ) animal.”

Jose stopped by a Goodwill
Community Training Center to buy
clothes and saw a sign that said, “Need
a job?” That was about six months
ago. .

Today |osé 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 saysllose even locks like a dif-

P ferent person. “1 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 |osé. He's an
outstanding associate. He never waits
to be asked. He's assertive and takes
A ‘ initiative, If Goodwill were to call me

T ' today about another graduate, \'d
immediately make an opening.”

Jasé credits Goodwill with giving him
confidence and hope for the future. “)
felt alone when | walked into
Goodwill,” he says. “But as soon as |
came in, they said, ‘Relax, have some
coffee.’ You fee| really comfortable.”

For José, life suddenly feels {ike 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,”
José says. “I'm more confident now. |
trust myself. When | see an opportuni-
ty, I'say, ‘l can do that.””
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SUGGESTED WELFARE REFORM PROGRAM
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

"NEIGHBORHOOD COMMUNITY TRAINING CENTERS (CTC)*"

THE BACKGROUND

Goodwill-Manasota, Inc., serving Sarasota, Manatee, Hardee and
DeSoto counties of Florida created their innovative Neighborhood
Community Training Center (CTC) concept in 1987 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 Goodw111 donated goods business in a convenlent
: neighborhoed settlng making it convenient for;

a,. DONORS: the donors of usable discards (clothing,
shoes, purses, household 1tems, small appliances,
small electronlcs, etc ) . ‘

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

c. CHRONICALLY UNEMPLOYRD: the persons who are
" chronically unemployed or underemployed have a
convenient neighborhood center to find 1) JOBS;
2) JOBS TRAINING; 3) PLACEMENT INTC UNSUBSIDIZED
EMPLOYMENT (1ast year over 1700 chronically
unemployed persons came through our Job Connection
doors of the CTC seeking assistance in flndlng
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. 1In 1993, 166 Goodwill trainees graduated
to unsubsidized djobs, 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 1is self-supporting and
operates without continuing public support, leverages
available community public support outside the CTC feor
the client, creates jobs (two labor hour per donor in our
case), creates real work training with accompanying
paycheck, creates support services 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 Welfare with Work®
initiative in the following ways: S .

The policy statement concerning the Presidents welfare reform
legislation states "The fundamental objective of welfare
reform -- and the standard by which the Presidents bill will
be Jjudged -- must be job placement"..."in the private
sector"..."as soon as a person goes onto the welfare rolls".

The CTC is a neighborhood community training center which
1mmedlately creates jobs, training, and placements all funded
by the flow of donated goods and their resale.

MAKING WORK PAY" The CTC, because of 1its nelghborhood
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.

TTHE‘ LIMITED ELIGIBILITY: The CTC prdgram currently

stabilizes welfare re01plents into unsubsidized employment
" within one vear.

JOB PLACEMENT: The CTC allows for direct placements without
training where appropriate and based wupon vocational
assessments and evaluations. It alsco allows for placements.
as an integral part of being a Goodwill employeeftrainee while
on Goodwill's payroll as an interim step in the placement
process. It also, allows for and spec1allzes in coordination
of readlly avallable 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 1is immediately
replicable throughout North America. Goodwill currently has
approximately 2000 “"stores" that could be turned into
neighborhood community training centers if, through a
demonstration project, we could prove to averyones

satisfaction the efficacy of this innovative private sector
neighborhood based approach,

TEEN-AGE PREGNANCY PREVENTION: The CTC'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" which
will garner an additiomal 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 1is we c¢can graduate
approximately one welfare recipient annually inte 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
development, building construction, and equipment necessary to
operationalize the collection, reésale, employment and training of
welfare recipients in neighborhood settings.

Once this public/private partnership venture demonstrates the

spuccess we anticipate, the CTC could become the model for the
country. -

Goodwill-Manasota, Inc.

Rev. Donald L. Roberts, CEQ
7501 Bradenton Road .
Sarasota, Florida 34243-3203
(813) 355-2721



By Ron SusginNn
Smjj Reporter ¢f THE WALy STREEY JOURNAL

PENSACOLA, Fla.—Marie McGill-
wnh "a-10th-grade education, & four-year-
old daughter. an ex-husband she just raced
acrgss two states to escape. no jeb and no
money = fidgets in her faded jeans as she
peruses America’'s fast-changing social
contract.

“Fhis is great; I'l get alt this job
traimng and child care,’ says the 23-year-
old welfare maother, befere reading down a
few cparagraphs of small print. “Hey.

at 5 this about 24 months? About this
i nly for two years? What's going

on?i

Her case worker explaing, in a meas-
ured . cadence that “we'll just hive to
flgure a way to make you sel! -sufficient
before-we hit that deadline.”

Ms. McGill smiles wanly. “They don't
realize how hard it is Lhese days to get off
weifare." she says. "I know, [ done
tried.’’

Paim’ul Experience

Sggging a two-year limit on benefits - a
fantra now hummed by President Clinton
and almost every U.S. governor — was the
easy part. But, a month Into Florida's
pioneering reform program, the word from
Pensacola welfare workers is that ending
decadés of dependency will be more pain-
ful and"expensive than poilticians are
willing.to acknowledge.

“We're looking at an avalanche of
needs. people who've been neglected {or so
long.' says Shirley Jacques, who's helplng
run this pilet program in northern Florida,
the flrst mandatory program that com-
bines & two- -year time limit with almost ail
the features in a welfare-reform proposal
President Clinton is preparing to send to
Congress, ""Our case workers can't believe
the depth and array of the prob}ems Two
years;‘and off? [ wouldn't bet on It."

Whuq policies are being mapped out in
Washington, states are racing ahead. Next
up is ‘Vermont, where about 60% of the
state's:fecipients will start signing onto a
30-month time limit in July. In all, 19 states
have received federal waivers to try their

CTYNUNO JAANLS TIVM 3HL

: Walfu-o Rosn né
. Most weltare recipidrts have recent
. workad, have.smali:children. bt
r-"persd by 8007 education and sk

own welfare plans and wilt soon walk the
same path Florida is now treading.

In trailer parks and pubtlc-housing
projects on the gritty panhandle where

Florida meets Alabama, abstractions
found in the Clinton proposal, like “'chang-
ing the culture of welfare offices,' promot-
ing “parental responsibllity” and “mak-
ing work pay,” meet (lesh and are often
found wanting.

. “There's no magic bullet," says Ron
Mincy, 2 Ford Foundation program man-
ager who worked with the president's
welfare-reform task force until a few
months ago. To reduce the welfare popula-
tion — now at 14 million, a daunting 5% of
the UU.S. population — "“means inventing a
way to attack underlying ¢auses” he
asserts, such as crime, drugs and Hlegiti-
macy, aleng with the inadequate education
and skilis of 70% of reciplents who get off
pubiie assistance in their first rwo years—
generally into low-rung, service-sector
jobs — only to have most slip back onto
welfare over the next three years.

Those who have studied state experi-
ments that have road-tested parts of
what the presidenl is now proposing say

" the Clinton plan overstates effectiveness,
" and understates costs, of many welfare-re-

form programs.

“'I wigh he hadn't pmmlsed 50 much,”
says Judith Gueron, president of Man-
power Demonstration Research Corp., 4

firtn whose studies of state programs are
relied upon by Clinton zides, “because
we're sure 1o 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 Dialogue

In Pensacola, the two-year clocks be-
gan ticking Feb. 11, with about one
in four of those applying for wellare
beneflts belng randomly selected — in alt,
now, about 60 participants. One morning
last week, at a makeshift “family transi-
tion" office north of town, the new dialogue
between wellare caseworkers and recipi-
ents — with incregsed obllgations ep both =
sides—is beginning.

60.4% 3| -

ents, works periodically in local fast-food
restaurants - signs a commitment con-
tract, officiaflly enteting a program that
may soont be commonplace across the
country. She'll get assessed as (o her-
educational level, take some basic educa-
tion classes, maybe work pari-time, get job
training and eventually be assisted in
finding a secure job. I oneisn't found after
two years, she probably will be put into a
community work program in exchange for
continuing benefits.

Of course, the troubled Iives of many
welfare recipients tend {o 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 o
budget money.’

Such realizations have helped trans-
form the turnstile cultere that has deflined
offices like thls one in the past few years,
as caseloads grew and resources shrank,

“The Idea was 16 make sure they -
were ellgible 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 talk

about their problems, you'd try to cut them
off before it got too far. You didn’t even
took at them."

Two months ago, Ms. Taylor had
200 wellare cases, seelng each recipi-
ent at six-month intervals. Now she han-
dles half a dozen recipients and {s working
harder than ever, running Into the compla-
cency and scarce resources of state agen-

. cles where attitudes haven't changed.

Success |5 often 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-biock shack to
adequate housing. Caseloads will rise to a

stiil-modest 80 per caseworker as the pro-
gram expands to 2,500 participants over
the coming yedr, a ratio probably 100
costly tp replicate npatlonally, with the
administration anticipating 1.6 million re-
¢ipients in its proposed program by 1999,
Yet, welfare administrators here are

- quietly talking about joopholes. figuring

that even their intensive programr will

leave many recipients without secure work
when the two-year ¢locks 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 soclal contract may prove, “Then the
contract is broken.”

Florida’s Expenment in Time Limit for Welfare % £.

nderscores Snares Facing Clinton’s Proposal

4
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“Calsgiw-o‘rkei‘..b Would yau 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 o a job inter-
v.lew'?|l

Reciplent: *'Got one, a church dress. I'll
be fine.”

The reciplent, Thréasa SIedge. a
pudgy 19-year-cld sporting Sneakers, a
baseball cap and a don’t-mess attitude,
softenss & bit when tatk turns to her four-
year-cld son and how they'll manage if she
is still jobless 24 months from now, when
her welfare runs out. “'[ have to make my
own safety net,” she says quletly. “I don't
know: T guess 1 have o start some
kind 6T 3avings account, and put money in
it."

Ms. Sledge — who, like rhany recipi
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Dear Bruce:
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Richard P. Nathan, Chairman
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Rebecea M. Blank
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Judith M. Gueron, Presidemnt

('On Decernber 7 7 MDRC will be releasing t lhc first_findings-from.an_ongoing e cvaluam s JOBS;
- program, Project Independence. Afler a one-year follow-up period, Florida's program, 1, which & empha51zed
relatively low-cost job placement services while providing seme 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 earmnings
Single parents with younger children (3 to 5 years old) — a key .
group seldom studied previously — experienced a 5 percent reduction in welfa:e payments bul no significant

increased by 11 percent during the first year.

increase in earn lﬂgS

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,

. Guercn
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the major federal/state cash welfare program. Florida
was among a handful of states that anticipated federal welfare reform legislation — the Farmly Support
Act of 1988 and its centerpiece, the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Ptogram — by
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
program in 1989,

This report presents findings on Project Independence’s operations and implementation, as well as
its initial effects on employment, earnings, and AFDC receipt. It is the first of two reports fronﬁ an
evaluation by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) under contract to the Florida
State Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services and with support from the Ford Foundation and
the U.S. Department of Health and Hurnan 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.
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
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
modified) and are Iimited 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

JOBS approach: one that emphasized immediate 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

those with children age three and older. Importantly, this report presents the first findings to date on the
effectiveness of a mandatory JOBS program for single parents with preschoolage children. Project
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
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

N



reason, the random selection of counties for the study is important because it, will enhance the extent to

which the findings can be géneralized to the state as a whole.

Highlights of the Findings

Project Independence achieved substantial compliance with its participation mandate. Seventy-
seven percent of those required to participate in the program attended orientation. Among those who did
not attend orientation or g program activity, many found work on their own or were subject to the
program’s "sanctioning” procedures, which were designed to impose an AFDC gramt reduction if
individuals did not provide an acceptable reason for not meeting participation requirements.

Fifty-six percent of those who attended oriemtation went on to participate in a job search,
education, or training activity — a rate similar to those found in other welfare-to-work programs.
Individual job search and group job club were the most common activities, with 42 percent of those who
attended orientation participating. About half that number.panicipated in education or training activities.
Parents 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
preschoolage 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.

Overall, Project Independence’s short-term effects on labor market and AFDC outcomes were
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
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) ':weraging $157 per person referred to
the program. (This average includes individuals who did not waork, worked part-time, or worked for only
part of the year.‘) The earnings gains were concentrated among two groups: (1) individuals defined by
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
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




Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program — the most recent evaluation of a JOBS program
with comparable data. ] '

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
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
final report on Project Independence — scheduled for late 1994 — will present longer-term resukts and
will compare the program’s costs with its benefits from the perspectives of participants, government
budgets, and society as a whole.

The Project Independence Pro Model

Figure 1 is a simplified depiction of the Project Independence program model. All AFDC
applicants and. recipients are scheduled to attend Project Independence orientation unless they meet official
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 recemt employment history. At the
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
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 tock an expansive view of job-
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
program were considered to be job-ready. These criteria, combined with an emphasis on case managers’
meeting specific job placement standards, reflected Project lnd.epcndencc’s employment-focused approach
to self-sufficiency.

The initial job search component requires participants to make contact with at least 12 employers
to apply for a job. Those whe do not find employment are then assigned to a group job club — a two-
to three-week course on how (o look for a job, prepare a resume, fill out applications, and present oneself
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



FIGURE 1
SIMPLIFIED DEPICTION OF THE PROJECT INDEPENDENCE PROGRAM MODEL
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Employability Plan, and are assigned to education or training activities, which are provided by local adult
schools, community colleges, and proprietary institutions.

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
study, this service track was targeted for a narrowly defined group of participants designated "not job-
ready” (i.e., they had not completed tenth grade and had worked in fewer than 12 of the previous 36
months). Beginning i\n October 1991, the "not job-ready” criteria were expanded to include those who
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
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 for
training or community college classes, transportation, tools, and uniforms — considered necessary for
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
was mandatory could be excused from the participation requirements if needed child care services could

not be provided.

The Project Independence Evaluation

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
(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
include Florida’s eight largest cities as well as some suburban and rural areas. (Predominaﬁtly rural
counties with extremely small AFDC caseloads were excluded from the study.) The method used to
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

period under study.
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Randomization was also used for the research sample as the basis for determining the program’s
effectiveness — specifically, its effects on employment, earnings, AFDC receipt {i.e., months of receipt).
and AFDC payments. From July 1990 through August 1991, 18,237 single-parent applicants for and
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,

or to a "control group,” which did not have access to the program and was not subject 1o the mandate,

This type of random assignment research design is widely fegarded as the most reliable method available
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
for subsidized child care and tuition assistance for training or community ¢ollege classes under the same
priorilieé and guidelines as Project Independence participants. Their eligibility for entitlement benefits
in addition to AFDC - such as Food Stamps and Medicaid — was unaffected.

Because the two groups were created by chance, using a lotiery-like process, there was only one
systematic difference between them: Only those in the program group could be involved in Project
Independence. As a result, the control group provides information on the levels of employment,
earnings, welfare receipt, and welfare payments that the program group woulkd have reached if it had not
had access to Project Independence and had not been required to participate. Therefore, a comparison
.of the two groups’ behavior over time provides the most reliable estimate of the difference that Project
Independence’s services and maﬂdates made in th'e‘program group’s subsequent labor market and welfare
outcomes. These differences are referred to as the program’s "impacts.”

Two features of the research design are particularly important to intemreting the impact results.
First, random assignment occurred at the Public Assistance Units after AFDC applicants and recipients
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
findings will capture the effects proﬂuced bf( 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
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
have effects, the program’s overal]l 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
caution is necessary when comparing these results with findings from evaluations using a different point

of random assignment.
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Second, 88 percent of the research sample ts 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
for Project Independence. Because the program had been operating for nearly three years pi‘ior to the
start of the study, most of those who were already receiving AFDC were already in the program and
therefore not appropriate for random assignment procedures. Thus, the research sample reflects the flow
of mandatory individuals into a mature, ongoing welfare-to-work program rather than the full caseload
of mandatory individuals who were either being referred 1o 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 re_app!icants, who tend 1o be somewhat less
disadvantaged than ongoing AFDC recipients. For this reason, also, caution should be exercised in
comparing the results from this evaluation (o those from other studies whose research samples include

a larger proportion of recipients.

Did Project Independence implement its participation mandate, and how substantial was
participation in the program? '

* 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 formal enforcement procedures or
found work on their own.

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
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
an AFDC grant reduction (also known as a "sanction™) because of not having provided an acceptable
reason for missing orientation. (Project Independence records confirmed actual grant reductions for about
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
percent of those who did not attend orientation (21 of 23 typical program group members) were
"deregistered” from the program (i.e., their Project Independence case was closed) at the end of the
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
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FIGURE 2

THE FLOW THROUGH THE PROJECT INDEPENDENCE MODEL
FOR 100 TYPICAL PROGRAM GROUP MEMBERS
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NOTES: (a) "Registerad” refers to the finding that an individual's ¢ase was open at the end of the 12-month follow-up perlod.
"Deregistered” refars to the finding that an Individual's case was closed at the end of the 12-month follow-up perlod.

(b) "Pearticipating® refers to the finding that an individual was actively participating In a job search, job club, basic education, training, or
community college activity at the and of the 12-month follow-up perlod.



of those referred to Project Independence avoided the initial participation mandate without being
monitored by staff or legitimately excused from the program.

* More than half of those who attended orientation participated in a Project

Independence job search, job club, education, or training activity.

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
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.

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
from the participation mandate temporarily (i.e., "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
rules (e.g., they stopped receiving AFDC or became exempt because of health reasons). It is also
noteworthy that nearly 60 percent of those whe 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.

* 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
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
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
ongoing participation mandate (i.e., some individuals remained registered for the program but were not
engaged in activities). However, those who started a job search or job club activity were active in it for
an average of just under two months. Those who started a basic education acrivity (i.e., adult basic
education, GED preparation, or English as a second language) remained in it for an average of three
months, and those in training or community college activities participated for an average of six and a half
momnths. This suggests that, for those who participated in education or training activities, the full effect
of Project Independence may not be realized until weli after the first year of follow-up.

¢ Staff found it difficnlt 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.



TABLE 1
PROJECT INDEPENDENCE FIRST—YEAR PARTICIPATION PATTERNS

: Subgroups, by Age of Subgroups, by
o All Program Youngest Child Job—-Readiness Status
Sample and Participation Measure Group Members Ages3tc5 AgeborQlder - Job-Ready Not Job -~ Ready
All proqram_group members
Attended orientation {9%) 77:2 757 80.1 774 83.4
Ever parlicipated in any activity, :
excluding orientation and assessment (%) 429 390 47.7 ** 437 406
Ever participated in any job search or job club activity (%) 323 31.3 35.3 333 275
Ever participated in any education or training activity (%) 17.6 16.2 18.2 16.7 24.2
Sanctioning )
Referred for sanction (%) ’ 242 29.7 19.7 *** 26.0 149 *
Ever deregistered with a sanction enforced (%) 3.1 29 30 ' 3.4 1.4
( Average number of months registered/participating ' 78/1.6 8.1/1.8 7515 7716 8.2/1.1
ot
o
1 Program group members who
attended orientation
Ever participated in any activity,
excluding crientation and assessment (%) 555 515 59.6 * 56.7 48.7
Ever participated in any job search or job club activity (%) 418 41.3 440 43.2 330
Ever participated in any education or training activity {%) 228 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 35 months prior to
random assignment. Sample members are definred as "not job—ready” i they had not completed 10th grade and were employed for less than 12 of the 36
months prior 1o random assignment. These definitions are based on the criteria used by Project Independence during the random assignment period.

A chi—square test ar two—taited 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 indicaled as *** = 1 percent; ** = § peflcent; * = 10 percent.




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
Independence staff. Only about 30 percent of case managers reported that participants were maonitored
“closely” in their unit. This does not mean that many people remained registered for Project
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.

What types of activity were used meost heavily?

* Reflecting the employment emphasis of the Project Independence model, joh‘

search and job club were the most commonly used activities.

Table 1 indicates that 32 percent of the research sample’s program group (42 percent of those who
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-
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
their first activityy. This provides evidence that the focus on labor force attachment extended to both the
job-tready and not job-ready members of the caseload.

* 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.

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
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
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
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.
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How did registrants and staff view the assistance and services provided by Project Independence?
- = On average, staff and participants viewed Project Independence and its services
positively.

Responses to MDRC'’s .survcy of a portion of the program group members suggest that, for the
most part, Project Independence participants had a favorable impression of the program. More than half
© {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
chances for being employed in the leng 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
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.

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.

¢ Most of those referred to Project Independence were aware of the participation
mandate, and more than half believed it was "fair."

Eighty-one percent of those surveyed were aware that their AFDC check could be reduced if they
did not participate in Project Independence without a good cause. Fifty-eight percent said it would be
"fair” or "very fair” to impose financial sanctions on AFDC recipients who failed to cooperate with the

participation mandate.

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. Meost
participants were satisfied with their child care arrangements,

Among program group members who had a child age 12 or younger and who reported attending

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

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)
reported that they relied on family or friends and did not have to pay for the care. The remainder (33

percent) said they paid for child care out of their own pockets.
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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,

cost, and availability of those arrangements.

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

* 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.

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
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
participating in the program, however, the two groups received similar serviges and remained in these
activities for similar lengths of time.

e 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
recent Project Independence activity because of some type of child care problem. This was true for 32
percent of those with preschoolage 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
with some of the differences in participation patterns that emerged over time between the two groups.
For example, their participation patterns were similar prior to ]anﬁary 1991, when HRS began to reduce
the availability of child cate 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
than those whose youngest child was age six or older. For example, from the eatlier to the later period,
the orientation attendance rate among those with preschoolage children declined (from 80 percent to 72
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
children, while it increased more dramatically (from 43 percent to 57 percent) for those whose youngest

child was age six or older.



Did Project Independence produce impacts in the first vear of follow-up?

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

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

During the year after random assignment, program group members ~ including those who did not
work at all — earned an average of $2,540,' which is $157 (6.6 percent) more than the control group
average of $2,383 (seé Table 2). A total of 55 percent of all program group members were employed
at 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
significant, meaning that one can have a high level confidence that they were due to the program rather
than to statistical chance.

*  Project Independence decreased the first-year AFDC paymenits for those in the

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

During the year after random assignment, program group members received an average of $2,174
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 foilow-up period (quarter 5), 64 percent of the program group members
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).

Did impacts persist after the first vear of follow-up?

* Project Independence produced impacts on earnings and AFDC payments

through 18 months of follow-up for the portion of the research sample that
entered the study early on.

For program group members who entered the study early on (and for whom, consequently, follow-
up data longer than one year are available), Project Independence increased average 18-month earnings
by $392 (an 11 percent increase over the control group average 18-month cafnings of $3,604). This is
substantially higher than the earnings impact for this early group in the first year alone ($234). Project

Independence also reduced average 18-month AFDC payments by $193 (a 6 percent decrease from the

!When these eamnings are averaged over those program group members who were actually employed {including
those who worked only part-ime or for part of the year), they are considerably higher: $4,593 per worker.
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TABLE 2

FIRST—YEAR IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AFDC RECEIPT, AND AFDC PAYMENTS

FOR THE FULL SAMPLE

Program Control Percentage
Outcome and Follow--up Paried Group Group Difference Change
Ever employed (%)
Quarter 2 385 338 27w 8.0%
Quarter 3 37.2 47 2.5 e 7.2%
CQuarter 4 6.6 349 1.7 ** 4.8%
Quarter 5 ass 343 2.2 W 6.4%
Total (quarters 2-5) 55.3 525 2.8 % 5.3%
Average total earnings {3)
Guarter 2 507 484 29 4.0%
Quarter 3 642 579 63 *ww 109%
Quarter 4 678 648 30 4.7%
Quarter 5 713 €73 40* 5.9%
Total {quarters 2-5) 2,540 2,383 157 6.6%
Ever received any AFDC payments (%)
Quartar 2 786 81.7 ~2. A -2.6%
Quarter 3 72.2 76.3 g W -5.4%
Quarter 4 66.7 71.6 -4 wne -~5.8%
Quarner 5 64.3 68.6 —4.3 www —-6.9%
Total {quaners 25} 85.1 B&.7 —1.6 v ~1.8%
Average total AFDC payments received (3$)
Cuarter 2 619 648 —2Q W —4.4%
Quarter 3 : 535 SBO . L Rk -71.7%
Quarter 4 513 560 —47 v -8.4%
Quarter 5 507 543 —J7 W —67%
Total [guarters 2-5) 2,174 2,331 ~ {57 s -6.7%
Sample size (total = 18,233 13,509 4,724

NOTES: Dollar averages inciude 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~
rardom assignmert characteristics of sample members. Rounding may cause slight dlscrepancnes 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
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control group’s average 18-month AFDC payments of $3,235). This is also higher than the first-year
AFDC payments impact ($136) for this group.

What were Project Independence’s first-vear effects for parents of preschoolage children and for
those with schoolage children?

¢ Project Independence produced AFDC savings for single parents with
preschoolage children as well as for those with no preschoolage children.
However, the increases in first-year earnings were concentrated among those
with no preschoolage children. '
These findings on program impacts for parents of preschoolage children are the first availabie for
a mandatory JOBS program. Table 3 shows that Project Independence produced similar and statistically
sigmficant reductions in first-year AFDC payments for program group members with children between
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
significant) 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
two 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.

What were Project Independence’s first-vear effects for those the program defined as job-ready and
for those it defined as not job-readv?.

s  Project Independence’s first-year impacts on earnings and AFDC payments

were concentrated among those defined as job-ready.

Table 3 shows that Project Independence produced first-year earnings gains (3207) and AFDC
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
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
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
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-
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TABLE 3

FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
FOR SELECTED SUBGROUPS BASED ON GCHARACTERISTICS AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Average Earnings Average AFDC Payments Received
- Program Control Program Control
Subgroup and Group Group  Difference  Percentage Group Group  Diference  Peicentage
Foltow--up Period ($) (8) {$ Change (%) (%) (%) Change
Youngest child, —
319 5 years old .
Quarter 5 644 619 25 4.0% 563 588 -5 ** ~4.3%
Total {quarters 2~8) 2,266 2,192 74 3.4% 2379 2513 —134 ***  _53%-
Youngest child,
age & or older
Quarter 5 72 699 73 ** 10.4% 463 511 —48 *** —04%
Total {quarters 2-5) 2,777 2,497 200 ***  11.2% 2,034 2,209 —175 ***  -7.9%
Job-—rea 8
Quarter 5 775 ral:] 56 +* 7.8% 492 538 -4 "t -86%
Total (quarters 2-5) 2,762 2,555 207 ** 8.1% 2,119 2,295 ~176 *** -7.7%
t Not joh—ready {a) :
: Quarter 5 282 288 ~8 —2.1% 566 586 ~20 -3.4%
1 Total {quarters 2—-5) 1,027 1,015 12 1.2% 2,446 2,552 -106 —4.2%
First—time applicant for AFDC
Quarter 5 845 842 3 0.4% 412 452 —4Q " ~8.8%
Total {quarters 2-5) 2,957 2,898 59 2.0% 1818 1,974 —~156 *+* -7.9%
Received AFDC less than 2 years (b) _
Quarter 5 676 842 a4 53% 528 572 —44 *= -7.7%
Total {quarters 2-5) 2505 2,355 150 T 8.4% 2,240 2,449 -209 *** -B8.5%
Received AFDC 2 years or more {b)
Quarter 5 553 4 122 4 28.3% §20 €69 ~dg e -7.3%
Total {quarters 2—5) 1,966 1,548 418 *** 27.0% 2618 2,795 ~ 177 e -6.3%

NOTES: Dollar averages include zero values for sample membears not employed and for sample members not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression—
adjusted using ordinary least squares, controfling 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. Statistica! significance levels are indicated as
*+* = 9 parcent; ** = 5 parcent; * = 10 percent,

{a) Sample members are defined as "job—ready” if they had complated 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” i they had not completed 1Gth grade and were ermployed for less than 12 of the 36
months prief to random assignment, These definttions 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,



ready under the program’s o-riginal job-readiness criteria, but who.did not have a high school diploma
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
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 afier the first year of follow-up. The job-ready

group with no high school diploma or GED may also experience impacts later.

What were Project Independence’s first-vear effects on groups with different histories of AFDC
receipt?

*  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 ¢wo years or more. The program produced
reductions in first-year AFDC payments for first-time applicants and for
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.

Table 3 shows that Project Independence produced statistically significant reductions in first-year
AFDC 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
($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 (3418,
which represents a 27 percent increase over the control group average) only for those who had previously
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
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.

Were the first-vear imipacts concentrated in particular counties?

¢ Earnings gains and welfare savings were widespread across the research
counties, although the estimated impacis varied in magnitude,
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
nnpacts on earnings for Lee and Bay (the counties with the smallest research samples) were fairly large

(and larger than those for Broward).
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Project Independence produced reductions in first-year AFDC payments for all nine research
counties, and these were siatistically significant for Broward, Dade, Duval, Hillsborough, Lee, and
Orange. Broward, Lee, and Orange achieved the largest AFDC reductions. Earnings gains exceeded
AFDC payments reductions in all counties except Duval and Hillsborough.

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
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 centralized administration
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
programs did differ along several dimensions (e.g., labor market conditions, service emphasis, and
relationships with local service providers and employets), larger differences in effects may emerge as

longer-term follow-up data become available.

How did the first-vear impacts of Project Independence compare to those of other JOBS programs?

¢ Project Independence’s impact on first-year earnings for those whose youngest

child was age six or older was similar in magnitude to the first-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
is useful to compare them with those generated by' other JOBS programs. Another important random
assignment evaluation of a JOBS program for which there are comparable data is the study of California’s
Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program.? However, several important differences in the
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 tock place
at the point of AFDC appiication or assessment of continuing AFDC eligibility, whereas in the GAIN
evaluation, random assignment took place at orientation. Second, the Project Independence research

sample includes a much higher proportion of AFDC applicants and reapplicants than does the GAIN

*For the most recent findings from the evaluation of GAIN, see Daniel Friedtander, James Riccio, and Stephen
Freedman, GAIN: Two-Year Impacts in Six Counties (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation,
1993}, The companson presented here focuses only on the group the two studies have in comunon at this point:
single paremts whose youngest child was six years old or older at the uime they entered the swdy.
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research sample, suggesting that the Project Independence sample may be somewhat more ”advamag.ed."
on average, than the GAIN sample. Third, during the study period, Project Independence emphasized
services intended to move program registrants rapidly into emp]oymem.‘ GAIN, in contrast, mandated
basic education for a large share of its registrants. Finally, Florida and California differ in their AFDC
grant levels and labor market characteristics, which n;eans that the Project Independence and GAIN
participaims faced very different incentives and opportunities to supplement or replace welfare with
garnings. ' | ‘ _

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.® The percentage increase for Project
Independence (11.2 percent) was somewhat smaller than GAIN’s (16.2 percent), in part because the
Project lndependence control group had substamlally 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

- GAIN’s ($283), but the percentage decrease fbr Project .]ndependence (7.9 percent) was larger than
GAIN’s (4.5 percent). This results, in part, from the fact that the Florida AFDC grant levels — and,
thus, the average first-year AFDC payments for the Project Independence control group ($2,209) — were
substantlally smaller than the California AFDC grant levels — and, thus, the average first-year AFDC
payments for the GAIN ontrol group ($6,247).

Because of the differences in research designs and samples, program models, and environmcms noted
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 broduced positive first-
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.

Insummary, Project Independence successfully implemented its participaiion mandate and produced

earnings gains and AFDC savings over the first year of follow-up. However, it is too soon (o say

3There was considerable variation among the six counties participating in the evaluation of GAIN, with
~Riverside having consistently large impacts and Tulare having vmually no statistically significam impacts (see
Friedlander, Riccio, and Freedman, 1993)
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TABLE 4

A COMPARISON OF FIRST-YEAH IMPACTS
FOR PROJECT iINDEPENDENCE AND CALIFORNIA'S GAIN PROGRAM.,
FOR SINGLE PARENTS WHOSE YOUNGEST CHILD WAS AGE SIX OR CLDER

Program Control

Group Group Difference Percentage
Program and Qutcome ($} (%) _{$) Change
Project Independence
Average first—year earnings 2,717 2,497 280 v 11.2%
Average first—year AFDC payments received ‘ 2,034 2,209 =175 *ew -7.9%
GAIN
Average first ~year earnings 1,908 1,642 266 *** 16.2%
Average first—year AFDC payments received 5,964 6,247 =283 e+ ~4.5%

NOTES: In Project independence, random assignment occurred at the Assistance Payments Unit, prior to
oriemation. The impact estimates for Project Independence reflect the average of the impacts for the
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 refiect 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
not receiving welfare. Estimates are regression—adjusted using ordinary least squares, conitrolling for pre—random
assighment characteristics of sample members. Hounding 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.
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whether the refatively modest first-year results will translate into larger impacts in the future. Longer-
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
administrators shouid be cautious in drawing conﬁlusions from this report about the relative effectiveness
of Project Independence for different groups or about the full payoff of the program.

The final report from this evaluation will present Project Independence’s impacts over a longer
follow-up périod and will reexamine the relative effectiveness of the program for the key groups discussed
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
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—sufﬁciéncy.
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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
An evaluation of welfare-to-work programs operating under the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills
Training (}OBS) provisions of the Family Support Act of 1988,

From Welfare ro Work (Russell Sage Foundarion). Book. 1991, Judith M. Gueron, Edward Pauly. See
description above.



The Saturation Work Initiative Model {SWIM) ‘
A test of the feasibility and effectiveness of an ongoing participation requiremient in a welfare-to-work

program.
Final Repdrf on the Saturation Work Initiative Model in San Diego. 1989, Gayle Hamilton, Daniel Friedlander.
The Saruration Work Initiarive Model in San Diego: A Five-Year Follow-up Study. 1993. Daniel Friedlander,
Gayle Harmilton.

The Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives
A 1es1 of the feasibility and effectiveness of various siate emnployment 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 Quine.

Final Report on the WORK Program in Two Counties. 1985. Daniel Friedlander, Gregory Haerz, Jane
Quint, James Riccio.

Employment and Welfare Impacts of the Arkansas WORK Program: A Three-Year Follow-up Study in Two
Counties. 1988. Daniel Friedlander, Barbara Goldman,

California: Preliminary Findings from the San Diego Job Search and Work Experience Demonsiration.
1984. Barbara Goldman, Judith Gueron, Joseph Ball, Marilyn Price.

Findings from the San Diego Job Search and Work Experience Demonsiration. 1985. Barbara Goldman,
Daniel Friedlander, Judith Gueron, David Long.

Final Report on the San Diego Job Search and Work Experience Demonstration. 1986. Barbara

" Goldman, Daniel Friedlander, David Long. -

Hlinois: Interim Findings from the WIN Demonstration Program in Cook County. 1986. Janet Quint,
Cynthia Guy. _

Final Report on Job Search and Work Experience in Cook County. 1987. Daniel Friedlander, Stephen
Freedman, Gayle Hamilton, Janet Quint.

Maine: fmerim Findings from a Grant Diversion Program. 1985, Patricia Auspos.
Final Repart on the Training Opportunities in the Private Sector Program. 1988. Patricia Auspos, George
Cave, David Long.

Maryland: fnterim Findings from the Marviand Employment Initiatives Programs. 1984. Janet Quint.
Final Report on the Employment Initiatives Evaluation. 1985. Dani¢l Friedlander, Gregory Hoerz, David

Long, Janet Quint.
Supplemental Report on the Baltimore Options Program. 1987. Daniel Friedlander.

New Jersey: Final Reporr on the Grant Diversion Project. 1988. Siephen Freedman, Jan Bryant, George
Cave.

Virginia: Interim Findings from the Virginia Employment Services Program. 1985. Marilyn Price.

Final Repori on the Virginia Employment Services Program. 1986, James Riccio, George Cave, Siephen
Freedman, Marilyn Price.

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.

Other Reports on the Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives

Workfare: The Impact of the Reagan Program on Employment and Training. 1983. MDRC.
Documentation of the Data Sources and Analytical Methods Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis of the EPP/EWEP
Program in San Diego. 1983, David Long, Virginia Knox.
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Relationship Between Earnings and Welfare Benefits for Working Recipients: Four Area Case Studies. 1985.
Barbara Goldman, Edward Cavin, Marjorie Erickson, Gayle Hamilton, Darlene Masselbring. Sandra
Reynotds.

Welfare Grani Diversion: Early Observations from Programs ir Six States. 1985. Michael Bangser, James
Healy, Robert Ivry.

A Survey of Participanis and Worksite Supervisors in the New York City Work Experience Program. 1986,
Gregory Hoerz, Karla Hanson,

Welfare Grant Diversion: Lessons and Prospects. 1986, Michael Bangser, James Healy, Robert lvry.

Work initiaiives for Welfare Recipients: Lessons from a Mulii-State Experiment. 1986. Judith Gueron.

The Subgroup/Performance Indicator Study
A study of the impacts of selected welfare-to-work programs on subgroups of the AFDC caseload.

A Snedy of Performance Measures and Subgroup Impacis in Three Welfare Emplovment Programs. 1987. Daniel
Friedlander, David Long.

Subgroup hnpacts and Performance Indicaiors for Selected Welfare Employment Programs. 1988. Daniel
Friediander.

The Self-Employment Investment Demonstration (SEID)
A test of the feasibility of operating a program to encourage self-employment among recipients of
AFDC.

Self-Employvment for Welfare Recipients: Implementation of the SEID Program. 1991. Cynthia Guy, Fred
Daolittle, Barbara Fink. :

The WIN Research Laboratory Praject
A test of novative service delivery approaches in four Work Incentive Program (WIN) offices.

Immediate Job Search Assistance: Preliminary Results from the Louisville WIN Research Laboratory Project.
1980. Barbara Goldman.

Preliminary Research Findings: WIN Research Laboratory Project. 1980. MDRC.

Final Report on WIN Services 1o Volunteers: Denver WIN Research Laboratory Project. 1981. Ellen Slaughter,
Paulette Turshak, Gale Whiteneck, Edward Baumbheier.

Impacts of the Immediate Job Search Assistance Experiment: Louisville WIN Research Laboratory Project. 1981,
Barbara Goldman.

The Workings of WIN: A Field Observation Study of Three Local Offices. 1981. Sydelle Levy.

Weifare Women in a Group Job Search Program: Their Experiences in the Louisville WIN Research Laboratory
Project. 1982. Joanna Gould-Stuart.

The WIN Labs: A Federal/Local Partnership in Social Research. 1982, Joan Leiman.

Job Search Strategies: Lessons from the Louisville WIN Laboratory. 1983. Carl Wolfhagen, Barbara Goldman.

PROGRAMS FOR TEENAGE PARENTS ON WELFARE

The LEAP Evaluation
An evaluation of Ohio’s Learning, Eaming, and Pareming (LEAP) Program, which uses financial
incentives 10 encourage teenage parents on welfare (o stay in or retumn to school.

LEAP: implementing a Welfare Initiative to Improve School Atiendance Among Teenage Parents. 1991. Dan
Bloom, Hilary Kopp, David Long, Denise Polit.

LEAP: interim Findings on a Welfare Initiative 1o Improve School Attendance Among Teenage Parents. 1993.
Dan Bloom, Veronica Fellerath, David Long, Robent Wood.
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The New Chance Demeonstration
A 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.
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.

Project Redirection
A test of a comprehensive program of services for pregnant and parenting teenagers.

The Challenge of Serving Teenage Mothers: Lessons from Project Redirection. Monograph. 1988. Denise Polit,
Fanet Quint, James Riccio.

The Community Service Projects
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, Cyathia Guy.
The Community Service Projects: Final Report on a New York Stare Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention and
Services Program. 1988. Cynthia Guy, Lawrence Bailis, David Palasits, Kay Sherwood.

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
assistance.

Caring and Paying: What Fathers and Mothers Say About Child Support. 1992. Frank Furstenberg, Jr., Kay
Sherwood, Mercer Sullivan,
Child Support Enforcement: A Case Study. Working Paper. 1993, Dan Bloom.

THE NATIONAL JTPA STUDY
A study of 16 local programs vnder the Job Training Parlnershlp Act (JTPA), the nation’s job training
system for low-income individuals.

Implementing the National JTPA Study. 1999. Fred Doolittle, Linda Traeger.

The National JTPA Study: Site Characteristics and Participation Patterns. 1993, James Kemple, Fred Doolittle,
John Wallace. .

A Summary of the Design and Implementation .of the National JTFA Study. 1993. Fred Doolittle.
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About MDRC

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) is a
nonprofit social policy research organization founded in 1974 and
located in New York City and San Francisco. Its mission is to design
and rigorously field-test promising education and employment-relaied
programs aimed at improving the well-being of disadvantaged adults
and yomh. and to provide policymakers and practitioners with reliable
evidence on the effectiveness of social programs. Through this work,
and its technical assistaﬁcc to program administrators, MDRC seeks to
enhance the quality of public policies and programs. MDRC actively
disseminates the results of its research through its publications and
through interchange with policymakers, administrators, practitioners,

and the public.

Over the past two decades — working in partnership with more than
forty states, the federal government, scores of comununities, and
numerous private philanthropies — MDRC has developed and studied

more than three dozen promising social policy initiatives.



