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The President ' Q/
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Washungron, DC 20500 W
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Dicaz M, President;

1 wamed 10 thark you for your assistance in moving Ohla's welfure reform waiver

application forward. After months of delay and burcaucratic processing, | have been.
pleased with our recent dealings with the Department of Health ané Human Services.

am cerain this nese fevel of responsivenass from HHS s axributable 16 vour intervenlion,

and for that | am gratcfil.

Cur most recent interaedons with HHS indicate thar some of our waiver application wili ©
be approved, This is good news for the people of Ohio, Af I meationsd to you
previously, our weifare package was pussed by the Qlio General Assembly with
overwhelming bipartisan support Interest groups ranging from the Childran's Defense
Fuad to the County Commissioners Association endorsed our bill. Qhio’s aew welfare
law, with its carefully balanced blend of incentives and sancticrs designed to promote seif
arfBciancy through employment, will end weifare a5 we know it in Okio.

However, T am deaply concemed because we have been 10id sevacal importam clements of
our waiver package will not be approved. Reasons for the anticipated denis! range from
" policy objections to a lack of legal suthority 1o grant sure requast,

The fust provision in question, objected to by the Diepartraent of Agriculture on policy
greunds, relates to food stamp beaekits. Through our sroposal, each welfire recipinm
must sign & seif-gufficiency contzact, detaiting specific ®eps he or she will take 1o become
independent. Tha state has inereasad its investmant in programs 10 help recipients deveiop
skills needed for employment. Howsver, sith these opportunities come obligations. Qur
proposal includes (ough sanctions to ensourage somplianze with the terms of the self-
sufficiency conmacs. ADT benefits will be denied for increasing amounts of Ume Lo

- recipients who fail to mest thelr rosponsibilities, »

We had asked that 2 decrease i ADC benefits ant lead to an zutomatic increass in food
stamp benefits. 17 fond stamp levels are increased to compensate for the sanclions, we
send the w70tR messsgs 1o sanctioned weifare redipients while 2reating & remendous
séministrative bucden for human services caseworkers. | feel very strongly that for
sanctions 1o be effective, this food stamp provision tust be waived, :
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Sirnilarly, I am aiso concernsd that the Health Care Financing Administration has

expressed sn unwillingness 1o apptove sur waiver request regarding Medicald eligibility

for thase guilty of welfare fraud. ‘We have asked that 3nyone wito is caught defrauding

the system be kicked off the system, while preserving Medicaid eligibility for chiigren, We
have been told that HOFA will require us to mainuain Medizaid eligibiity for these
recipients. This is unfair to the hardworking oitizens whose tax dollars are u.scd 16 support

the wedfare system,

We kave 2l3o been told thar HHS wilt not approve our Gme limit request without o
condition that estentially renders time limits meansagless. Our tims limit provision is the
product of intense aegotiations with members of the Jhiv Genere! Assembly and
imerested advozacy graups, tacl uélng the Children’s Defense Fund, £z was carefilly
designed to apply 10 those recipicmts who ars scrively participating i the JOBS program.
Aler three years of recoiving education, skill training, of work axperfence, 3 welfare
recipieat is expested to move fom the program inte independent enployment. We include
in our proposal 2 kardship exemption for excaptional cases of poed.

Under the condition of abproval lud out by £IHS, any recipient who 2t the end of thres
years hay an income 1ass than Ohio’s ADC grant plus s 390 income disregard would
remain ehigible for weliare benefits. This fundamentally undestaines the assumption behing
time lirits. The burden of responsibility is shifted back from the individual ta the state,
This does not end welfkre a5 we know it, Itreinforce the sans quo.

The food stamp provision, the Medicadd provision, and the time mit p{:wis%m: each vould
be approved by your Admiaisimticn. | strongly urge you to consider our requests
carefully. Thesz provisions are important pants of our overall waiver pasiage, because
they reirdores the mms&ge that there are consnquencss {er failing w2 v up o obitgwans

Tamalso fusrated to Im that anQther Hoportant watver we Iequesied a;z;:amztly I+
beyand the scope of the federdl goverrment to approve. This reinfrens oy very stzongly
held belief that welfare reform shauld be the responsibility of the siztes. If feceral stanute
prevents your Administration fom approving common sense, papulardy supported
reforms, then the federal government shoyld be aken out of the equation, ?ragfam

design and implementation shodfd be & stare responsibility. Block grants would give states
the ability 1o make needed reforms.

For example, we have been told by HEES thal cur request o use the Subsidized

Emgio;mcnt Program o put welfare mcigients 1o work in businesses with sdsting

vacmam canrcst be approved. Agpwcazqy the fedesal government orly pernits use of
SEP plscements to Bl new positions,
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Oyt stale has snjoyed an unempleyment rile hovenng around and below 5% for the last
year. ‘We have a large pool of jobs unfilled due 10 8 lack of applicams, At least fowr major
Chic employers bave indicased so the Ohio Department of Human Services that they

would contzact with the State to pus welfare recipisnts 1o work of SEP could be used 1o i1

existing vacancies. No workers would be displsced. We estimazc that an adelitionsl 1,400
recipients sould be employed sach month if SEP could be used without restrictions. Dendsl
of this waiver request amounts 1 a denial of jobs 1o Ohin’s walfare racipients,

While | am pieased that some of our walver request fikely wilf be s3proved soon,
continye 1o question the wisdom of & System that subjects & package overwhelmingly
supported by the people of Ohio and their elenied represenatives to the verdiet of feders!
hurssucrats, The prodess wastes ime [ am gratefid thar cossiderstion of owr spplication
hai been sccaleraind over the [ast fow weeks, but my fimdamental objection 1o the process
rematrs. A welfure block grant wduld give states the sbility 1o desipn their own welfare |
programs without federal delays and second gusssing.

Mory spovitoally, | am concemed that parts of our package will be denied cither because
your Administration does not approve of the policy belind Olio's proposals or because
the federal governmuent faces stahurory barriers to approvel. Regardiess of the reasen for
devsal, the resalt for my state is that we will be prevented from implomenting our package
as it was erafted, | strongly urge you 1o encourage your Adminjsuralion to rmmein-
prefimirary decisions On the provisions [ have raised.

Agsin, [ am very gratefel for your personal artestion 2ad for any assistancs you ¢an
provide. Please let me bnow '] can provide you with any futher inforrudon.

Sincerely,

Gearge V. Yonovich
Gavamor

. @4
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February 2, 1996

The President )
The White House
Washingron, DC 20500

Dear Mr Presideas;

During your Stare of the Union zddress, Republicans and Democrars alike were pleased 1o
hear you express support for the passage of meaningful welfare reform legislation. [ finnly
believe that a fundamental overhaul of the curvent welfare reforms system ¢ feng overdue,
and I encourage you 1o fulfill the promise you mede (o the American people four years

ago te end welfare as we know it by signing inlo Jaw welfare block gram legislanon.

Over the last several months 1 have become increasingly frustrated that reform rhetoric
coming out of your Administration has not been matched by concrete actions, Twice you
have vetoed legisiation that would give states the flexibility to break the cyele of i
dependency through programs that foster self-sufficiency and employment, The federal
waiver process you have toured as an alternative to Jepjsiation bas been excruciatingly
slow. Last week, Ohio received preliminary indications from the Depantment of Health
and Human Servites that the waivers needed to implement some of the rmost important
provisions of Ohio’s aew welfare reform law may not be granted.

. Chio's experiences with our waiver applivation provide me with yet another reason to
bohieve that the existing welfire system is broken beyand repair. Despite your assurance
stales’ waiver applications would be approved within 30 days, we now have been wating
over 100 days for clearance to imploment our package. Even taking the government shut
down into account, we have been held back too long. My staff rells me we still ate
between six and eight weeks away from a final decision. Many of the elements of oue
package have been included jn waivers granted to other states, 5o it is not as though we
are asking for approval of anything that should be particuladly complicated or time
consuming. Even if much of cur waiver is eventually approved, we will have wasted over
five months filling out faderal forms rather than helping welfare recipients find jobs
through CUr new program.

As a former Governor, | am sure wvou can sympathize with my mability to understand why
a group of federal bureaucrats is permitted through the waiver process 1o essentially
rewTHe portons of 3 welfare reform packepe passed with the overwheiming bipartisan
suppert of Ohio's ¢lecied cepresentatives. Our bill passed the Ohio Senate with 2 32-0
vote and was endorsed by the House of Reprosentatives by 2 8% to 7 margin, Republicans
sad Pemocrats, iberals and comervalives e\?%mzz:i;rﬁngly supponed the package,

wh
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Additionally, we received the sndorsement of groups ranging from the Ohio Children’s
Defense Fund to the County Commissioners’ Agsociation and the Ohio Human Services
Directors™ Assoctation, Clearly, our package is the product of extensive consultation with

" interested parties and enjoys widespread support. The enclosed newspaper editorials will
give you a sense of this support.

Again, it is incredible to me that a group of Washington bureaucrats pow sits in judgment
over a welfere package that Ohio’s clecied representatives and advocacy erganizations
spent months developing in 8 spinit of cooperation and consensus, It is extraordinarily
arrogant for these hureaucrats to assitme that they are ih a better position to know and
protect the interests of the people of Ohto than those of us who Tive and work here
everyday, We are better able to develop a speaifically railored solution to Ohio’s welfare
challenges than any group of federal bureaucrats. Washington does not always know best.

Let me be clear about our proposal. Qhio’s welfare package is not extremist. We are not
out 1o prove we have the shortest time limits or the most restrictive eligibility criteria in
the nation. Instead, I belisve we have the most balanced combination of incentives and
sanctions yot set forth in 2 welfare bill on the stare or the federal level. Time magazine
calls ouwr approach one of the “most intellicent in the nation.” We create new opportunities
for recipients to become scifesufficient while establishing parameters 1o ensure that welfare
can no longer be a lifestyle choice. In our bill, oppontunities come with obligations,

Some of the provisions identified as potental problems by HHS are precisely the sonts of

* refarms you have mentioned as policy prionties. For example, a1 the National Governors'
Association meeting in July 1995, you expressed your support for “limiting welfare to a
set numbey of years.,” Gur proposal includes a very earefully designed time-lirntt on
benefits, including explicit exemptions for afl but those deemed eigible 1o panticipaiz in
the JOBS program. Despite protections generous ensugh to satisfy Ohio’s Children’s
Defense Fund, we are stifl being told that approval will be problematic.

Similarly, you have repeatadly stressed that welfare reform shoyld put recipients to werk.
A main focus of our reform strategy involves partnering with the private sector (o move
recipients into employment. Under the existing Subsidized Employment Program (SEP),
recipients can be placed enly in newly crzated positions. Our waiver requested the ability
o allow employers to use SEP for existing vacunsies as long as no current emplovees are
dispizced. HHS claims it lacks the authonity to grant this waiver, buy, ironicelly, Ohio
received approval of an identical request less than one year ago, If your adminisiration
ceniinues (o oppoase thus portion of our waiver, 35 many as [300 welfare recipients per
month [ooking for employment will be denled jobe,


http:parameters.to
http:imere!!.1S

g

-, FEE-@2-1996 14:28 153
TR |

The President

February 2, 1996

Page Three

The obvious reluctance of the Departmens of Health and Human Services to support real
reform has rnade it painfully ¢lear 1o me that the watver process canno: be used to end
welfare as we know i1, 1 encourage you 1o intervene personally with HHS to allow Ohio’s
experiment to move forward immedistely as endorsed by the people of qur state, Every
week that goes by without approval is an opportunity missed (o help families become
independert.

Passage of meaningful welfare reform legislation would eliminate the need for unnecessary
and time consuming waiver consideration. I urge you to work with Congress to ensure
the enacument of welfare block grant legislation this year.

1 sincerely appreciate your personal consideration of iny concerns. Please fet me know if 1
can provide you with further information on Ghio’s proposal.

¢ The Honorable Donea Shalak

TOIAL PB4
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Mrer of Onio's wollzre refmrs Bls got
the poahead Geors the faderal

The (Mnien sdriniezstior — 2er &
review thal was mupposed to take 30 Sayn
but ok eevert moathy - spproved 37 of
the 21 weivers rwquastagd, desring e way
for omprabansve welliee peforn & Uwe
sate by O 1ot the et b

Oy Roage il make real differ-
ences i tho vy of thousends of Oio's
most wilnemabls ddzens” Volpowid xdd,
“With cur reforma, (e state will betome &
bue partner {7 heiping rmdipients Dyesk
free of the aysis of wellfpre dependanty.”
 Vonovigh blamed Clinton for sabject-
g the siale s an *amm%mm
manbersoma” proesss g Rdng w s
srove all sopsests,

The Cenzral Aswrsbly ovawheiming.
Iy spproved Valtovidh's wellare svorfiall e
Awpet 1035, but 2 provigone required
wavers from federd povenument regdae

Ohio welfare

gets

dons befom: they sould te it inte effect
ARer s ‘mvenamonth review, the fod-

© @) governmant rofesed © appmove provie

sl ther woudd have 5 TR~
ent food atamp mm;nm&

whan hia Ald w» Dependent Children baoo-
o e on oand eoother thes wosld hag

Madicsid eliphlisy. w anyone gty -

demied !

of welliry Lrauxl.

. Veingvich sald the stle profran “was
deigned & 2 carefully Galamowd Blend of
fnoerders ard swnrtions ... nﬁw
st of ayr walver but not gl of it the
fecaral governsment hat gpant s mrehi
takinee.”

ﬂwijmm& the, “&% s%aé&rﬁsmﬁw

#= agprovel w Ohic ot
deesevie Ratewide shunges Ao plos, p;.
suding dme dmin R welfare regplaus,
godelines allowing reciplents y garn mae
Ty Witht lesing mefits, & manda-
sory “sdfguffidency watrat” a5 & condi-
Hon of Lensfrs, and perwite B reciplonts
4o nol wopsigle with enployment and
thild suppors enforvenent agendes,

Darns Shalala, US. segretary of
heakd and bumap Services, sald the Oho
Fimt glan, g2 it 1 called, “sirongly refieuts \
the preddent’s wellure roform princples of !
thevisg becple quiskly Mo wurk and - |

mydng parertsl tesponabilivy” !
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‘or change

in welfare , .

* Experiment will reward reciplents who find work,
limit cash benefits to 36 months in a 80-month period

By Wnriam HERSHEY
R deuraci Giduokon Birwss

Biration ysstarday aporoved s Bve-
year Oiis smperiment stmed 3t o
warding waifars retipients whan
ey go W work buov pucishing
thein when they dom'l @i advee-
ﬁe of joby or trafing opporwind-

Gov. Grorge Voibovich, wbo
:}Ened statahiegmwfn autkm&né
decislon by Xmsgmi Human
Services Secvelary Daong A Shale
alx Bu? he suid resl weilare e
fom wont come Uil the fodensd

pvéfhment rélnins zuthority o
e ciales, a8 was roguested Iast
macth 3t the Nalioonsl Governars'
Assoclation mseling in Washing-

ton
"I ramale frustrated that the
. excrusistingly siow aod symber-

* Voinovich is unhappy
some sanctions left out

Continued fram Page 11
could run oud'of toney during hard

econamin Srnes, Real said

In Washingisn, Bep, Sberred
Brows. D-Leraln, wiso spplauded
the dacsion,

President Clinion's “flevinle ap-
procchy 1o this diffiads isaue ls far
preiocabls o the extremist poardons
taken by the Republicans in Con-
gmsa." said Browen, Whose district
+ nrludes Medina Counly and pazts
ef Sumodt and Patage aountien

About 628,300 Ohitass, Including
395,500 childens, recnive. Ald W Do
pendent Childrun on3h bhenghis,

The ménthly henefit for & famlly

ot themm {5 2722 Tlown S kipkRante

gj&t walver ponsiderntion g;m&
rodainad ue to spend st
swven ronths Biing oul hiwk inr
federal Dumaucrats ralther than
heiping welbse recinlenrs move -
wied self sulidiency and indepaig-
enee,” Voibewich seid
However, Mark Real, director of
the Chiidmn's Defenss Fund of
Ohles mma Bey ‘J% ally s
s degison m@ the right el

ance. .

£ wonid muntirue cash welive
penslits 48 a5 enftoment, whith
poar fimlifes sutamastically Quiily
for based of lanioos sUoh RS e
eome, but woid withdmw the ap-
Guement wieo wefoe recpiealy
dont lva up W their end of the
bargap, ¥ a pure biock gramt ap-
preach wore estabiishad, stites

Sow ALK, Page 32

Numbess of peopls on
welfue in the fve tupnbies in
the region:
Sumimit - 32,500,
Sragh v 19,200,
Poage — 5,304,
Wayng ~ 2400,
%@fé R 25&33!
There are 130500 ADC
seeipients in Quyghogs
Caunty, acrding to ats

» Married paseats wyuid be dzle
1 m"i;sgls}m Bﬁi{; W) hours a
mont and retn Lg'bxk* .

* Broipienty wold be guind
W aygm & wnien ouliideg m
they uenld take lo becume
DL . .

» Reciplents SOud iose beneflls

eradiiniliy tRwinah  z Fanr.aten
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should be in place by Oct 1.
Valoviel ﬁfm“ the Cli.rlt:'nn

administration for oo approving

the_requesied changea.

By

YH food stamip lavels are in.
cronsed 15 compansate for the
sAnctivess, we send the weang mes.
age b osanctoned wellare recipd.
enta while rvating @ trernendous
anministrative hurden for buman
servites caseworkar " be sald
Howmver, Roal sald that federsd

law prohits Saslala and ber de-
i$ frors ouitisg food stamps
W ssinh cases. _

The povernor said be was fruse
irated musem afficials
didn't agroe (o w el ty
for Modionid - the pee-
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- of what Shalain apgroved:
& Eligibility for cash beeelils
wauld be immited i 96 months in
y 6€0-rmonth WA oep.
ﬂar.s for those unahle % wark or

» Appilcants would be respuilred
in foak for work while their ADC
applicstion is
"a The firsl $250 samed cacn
‘mth agd kall of any earne) in
vome over $350 would be disresard
ol whee lnating eligaliy for
barelis.

pgw il they dui ax?mw with
loymerd., training and child-sep-
;‘f fequiremeniy,
» Thare wiboul bigh schad &
sgucation

plomas must enroll
® Prepgrant vomen must pel
tare ond coopersle xgﬂh
sulstanve- abusc ireatment pro-

Faon Rhades, depuly directar ¢f
the stala Deparyment of Human
Fosourcss, sid ge chacges wid
bogin & fake efeet by July, asd 2
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Washington approves Ohio welfare

By JORBALLESY
T | BENJAMIN MASRISON

FLATMBLALD K Kk O
CERAMBUS — The faderst

gpoveramesi yedening approved
a lass.restoetive sersion of Gov.

T oGinnrge V. Yelsovich's vaoniod

plon 1o refunn the state’s welfzre
system, evoldng & Bikersweyt re-
sponse from the goversar,

Despite biisteiing the Claton

adminisiration for delaying ape
provas snd chiminating eloownis
of thae veform plan, Voinovich
aevortheizg heratded i s ane of
the nabon’s slenng st

“With our rofocms, the mate
will becorsa a brus pariner m

hclpw
tbecvc
B st

The plan, absiod “toegh love®
by Voinovich, combines lboen.
tives with pepaltie? in An effort to
rrowe thousands of ODldoans from
weifare to work. W contains 34
pravigions, 2) of witish vegusicd
waivery fvom the fedoval govenu-
ment, A process thet ook seven
wwitha.

Yoinovich wng ather GO goy-
srpers hove bespechnd Dresident
Cinton anit Congress to (wm aver
corirod - of wellars progemng (o
the- siates and fand them wilh
Wlack grants

Undes she plan omacted fuly

recipienls Irresk frve of
of weifare dependeney”

{hio e last August, welfare re-
S e calleot m»tl‘ara berud.
fits for just three yesrs ién any
fiva-goar paried, elfectively forc-
g thom ta gt inbs, The fedorat
governement, lowever, wslened
that peowision down by permig.
ting bernehbis to continee far se-
chpients who thessph e faonky of
(hetr awa"™ camsl gt jobs,
aciredion « Ronald Rbodes, dep-
gty directer of the bhin Depart
oot of Huoman Nerzices,

Fhe now law, which Hhbodes
saidd would e fatly ooplosmenied
by Octwber, requires weifare par
ents witlwiot e bigh schoal di-
plodaa to work toward (hode high

Children injured

U

sohoot aqmm&:my certificale o
recsive beasTis, and stipslates
tha! vencricd teen inothery on
welfare musgl Hve with their gar-
emis aodtl age (8,

Meanwhila, the hw Jeis i
oany or public assisiencl work
mare hwdars ot pact-dhene b
while sl remaining elipitle
welfare beoalits, aod it promotos
twi-grareat familivg by removing
a rufe that disconcapad maryige.

The b tomghrss child-sapport
collestion procodmes, aod per
miks o urts to order the pangats of
feenngy fathern o pay vkl sup-
gt i the faber wens LY, In
addition, paronis whe pwe child
suppord wild have their drivee's li-

cense and any phe-igsued o
ferwigeal aop atoupational loonue
yanked gntil they pay up.

Rhedon and the goveronr de
weiod the fodersl govermment,
failure to agprove » state pre
(misal 0 cut of f Mediczig bencfie
1o individoaly guilly of welfur
fraud .

Thame whe bave to deal Grs
Hand  with  welfare  recipdear
arer’l stee there ave coowy
agailabie Johz @l sfose in hig
sebaist equivaltacy progring,

“Blust ol the el that pesp
are getting are fow-wage, anahet
efit jaDs,” suid Jack Froch, dirp
tar of the Atheas Counly Fopor

Bill would fight at
by common-law fi

Ty TR, BROWN

- AR DTSRI I L

COLUMRBDS . — Legis!socs wilk
be arkend to arm poblic officinls
with a Inw that ellsws them to
fight back sgainst gitechks of “po-
per kerrorisn” foam a lfast-grov-
iz saeiak wavoment,

Rep, Withaie Selach, & Coabgm-

LINTTRE + FEUITVTRY FIRPIPOuRERTT S [ POV IR

soording to human rights
right~wing wotchdop organi
Lo,

Shagid the bl eventuaily b
come law, '8 oot likely to det
such decroos Iszusd by the o
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THE WHITE HOUSE W(Z"O\Nm

WASHINGTON

April 13, 1995

RECOMMENDED TELEPHONE CALL

TO:
BATE:

RECOMMENDED BY:

PURPOSE:

BACKGROUND:

TOPICS OF DISCUSSION:

Governor George Voinovich (R-OH})

o

April 14-18

Marcia L. Hale

John Emerson 5%

Bruce Reed V

To reach out to Governor Voinovich about the important role he
can play in getting a good bipartisan welfare reform bill.

Governor Voinovich has written to Senator Dole to express his
reservations with the House welfare bill which he feels does not
provide states with enough flexibility and puts states at
considerable finuacial risk. He favors block grants but has baen
miore vocal than other Republicans about cost shifts to the siates.

As you know, Governor Voinovich is & moderate Republican
governor who has worked with the Administration i the past.
Gevernor Voinovich has endorsed Senator Dole for 1996, so you

should expect that anything you say to the Governor could be

repeatad.

1. What does he think we should do (o make sure Congress
passes a bill the states can live with? ~

2. Encourage him o continue to take an active role in this
debate t0 counter the conservative influence of Engler and
Thompson. Ask him whether other moderate Republicans share

hiz concerns,



c oWy

CONTACT PERSON AND

TELEPHONE NUMBER(S):

DATE OF SUBMISSION:

ACTION:

Paul Mifsud 614/644-0817
Randy Fischer 614/644-0813

April 13, 1995
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Margh 27, nre

The Honorat!le Bob Dole - s A
Majority Leader

U.8. Senate

Washington, DC 20510 T

Dear Senater Dole: ,

A3 you know, the House of Representatives has completed ki3 conslderation of welfare
reform legisiation, Whils I strongly support ihe decision made by the Houss 1o sonvert
welfare programs inte block grants, [ am concerned that the House bill failg to drovide
states with the Sexibility neednd 1o set sur own priorities snd condudt innovative
experiments to promote resporsibility and self-sulliciency. Many of my Lellow Republican
Governors share g number of my cancerms.

1 was disappointed with the allocation firmuls eatablished through the Temporury Family
- Aaslstance Block Geant, It is the position of the Natlons! Governors’ Association that goy
formula should allow ststes to use either s thres year averege or 1994 spending fevels in
detarmining base your allocations. While the Eouse formula includes this choice, it then
spples u 2.4 percent reduction fictor 1o each state’s allpcttion. Tho reduction factor
jeaves Ohlo with s base your aliocation of $700 milllon annuslly, which is lower than what
we woilld have recsived using sither formula without a reduction factar. Speaker
Gingrich aagured statey he would support eliminating the reduction fhctor. Wa would ke
to werk with you In the Sensts to make this correction, '

Although alowing each state to recsive its most fevorabis allocation without a reduction
factar requiras funding for the block grant to be increased by spproximately §200 miltion
nationally, i is importaat 5o remember that slatey are muking 3 significant Basncial
sacrilice in suppunting tapped block grants. If states arg disadvantaged in determining
base year allocations, it bacomea even more difficult 1o make the increased investments in
work programs necessary 1o move individusls off welfure.

The House bilf slso does pot include sufficient protections for states In the event of'en
economic dowstorn. If Congrecs raplaces open-ended individual entlilements with capped
state entitlementy, states are placed in an extremely vulnerable position should the welfare.
cligible populstion increase significantly. The state and fderal govemments should be
pariners in meeting the needy of expanded cageloads In recessions, The House bill
cortains a 51 billion ralny day fund designed 1o pravide thoe states with short-term loans,
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Page Two

repayable with interest in three yoars. A loan fund does noc represent & partnorship;
instoad, it is 8 ¢ost shiRt.

Ohio would be particularly disadveneaged in a recession due 1o sggressive steps already
taken to reduce wellare caseloads. Today, 85,000 fewer Ohioans receive wellber thas in
1992. Stares that have not been nggressive in redusing their welfara rolls will be borter
gbls 1o accommadate increased caseloady. Ohin's yrreamiined base makes it very difficult
for us 10 absorb increased recessionary demands.

' #

As part of our efforts to reducs welfure caseloads, Ohlo has developed the sirongest JICBS
program in the natlon. Ohls lesds the nation with 33,911 recipients patticipating in JOBS.
Only California comes clese ts matching Ohie’s pecfirmence with 32,755 reclpients
earolled in JOBS, and Californis has three times €5 many ADC reciplemts ss Chio, Our
wiceass with the JORS program refiects 3 sirong invastment in training sad education
programs. Regardiess of the eaant of our investment, however, no work program can
succesd without & comatument 10 making gualicy child care geailable for recipients. In
Otig, tha state provides nomguarantesd day sars to familles with insomes up to 133
porcent of the faderal pavercy level. The program currently has an Bversge dsily
etvollment of 17,800, The Stats of Qhic is deing its part t provide child care to thase in
need. The federal government slso mus: meet its rasponsibility,

I weouid like to see the child care and fmily nutrition block grants converted Inta cxpped
siate entitlaments. In the House bH), finding for these block grants Is diseretionary. Key
child eare programs currently ace individual entittements.  The need for child care only
will grow as welfure recipients move into the workforee. My comfort lovel with the
House package would incrasse significantly if siates were guaranteed to receive 8
spesified level of funding for child core and for child nutrition services Bor the next five
yours. That guarantes can only come through & capped state entitlement

Excessive prescriptiveness is a problem threughout the House legislation. The bill's werk
requirements sz o perfoct exuenple. The fedars! govemment mandates how many hours
“per weak s federslly defined percentage of cash sssistance recipiants must panicipate in
foderaily preseribed wark sotivities. TIn o true blogk grant, states would be fres 1o choase
how beat 1o allotste resources ta meet goels developed jointly by the federal and stete
govemments, The record keeping requirements in the House bif} slso are sxtracrdinarily
prescriptive. States remain concerned shat cus eomputer systems Jack the caprbility to
provide the information raquired by the House.
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A true block grant should siso give states the abllity (o deterune thelr swn program
sligibiity standards, Tiwe Hause logislation inciudes 8 number of specific efigibility
resttictions. For example; cosh bensfits will 8o denled to uawed minor mothers and their
children. Additions! children bom to mothers on welfore will be denied benefits,
Decisions like these should be left to the sintes. By fedemlly mandating those restrictions,
the House Is interfering with successiul stare reforms, For example, in Ohlo we have
developed & program designed 10 enceurage minor mothers 1o remala in achool. The
LEAP (Learring, Baming, snd Perenting) program supplements of reduces s teen
mother's ADC eash grant based on her school sitendance 1o teach her that there s 2 real

. walug to completing hor educavion, LEAP has fed to 8 significant decrease in rthe drop-out
rare for this winerable poputation. If the Hoyse profbition on cash benefits remalag in
placa, the LEAP pragram will havs o be discontinusd,

As the Senste begins to comider welfare [egitlation, I wouid be gratef) for your
assistance in sddremsing my concems. Liks many other Governars, I wirpngly suppon the
broad outline of the House proposal, but it is impontant that these jssues be resolved
successiully. As o Governor, it will be ups to me 1o implement wellara reforms in my
Stats. [ would like te work with you 1o gneury cha block grantg give the siates the
Lexibility wo need to implement Innovative reforms designed to meat the specific aveds of
our communities. Without this flexibiliry, Teannot support this weifare reform package,

‘While Qhia watches federal welfare reform dovelopmonts with tremundous interest, we

- have beea actively pumsuing a etatevdde reform sgenda,  have onclosed asummary of
Ohjo’s Mistory of welfyrs reform innovation for your information.
Thank you for your personal consideration of my concerns.

Sincerely,

Qeorge V. Soinovich
Govermor
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S SEPARIMENTY QF HEAL T AND mUMAN JERVINES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELFASE . contact: Nichael Kharfen
Tuesday, March 7, 1995 : {202) 401-9215

HHEE APPROVES OHIO WELFARE DEMOURSTRATION
A57TH STATE TO RECBIVE WELFARE WALIVER

HHS Secretary Donns E, Shalala today approved “A State of -

' Oé?artunzty,” a welfare dexonstyation project in Ohic designed to

nove woelfare recipients into jobs ensuring family stability and
self-sufficiency. Ohic ig the 25Lh state to receive spproval Lo
test innovative welfare reform strategies under the C}inton
adminictration.

"The Clinton admznistration has now qiven half of all statas
the opportunity to test innovative welfare reform approaches ~« more
than all previous administrations coabined,” said Secretary snalala. -
*¥hern these walvers are fully im&la&a&t&d, some 6 wiliion peopla ‘ .

‘reprasenting 47 porcent of all racipients will be affected in an

average menth.

MThis reflects our commitment to state flexibility. It equaily,

‘refliects. our commitment to end walifare ag we know it and to create a
. gystem bullt on work and reecponsibility,” Shalala said.

B

The Ohie denengiration has three conpsnents: Fauilies of

‘Opportunity, chxldxnn of Oppeortunity, and Communities of

ﬁpportunity

Communitios of Oppertunity will operate in up to five sites,
primarily in Empowerment zone/Enterprise Communities. At these
silew, Lhe state will work with lecal Musiness, indastry ond
community lsaders to generate up to %Z,500 wago-supplemented jobs
during the five-year life OF the éamanszratx¢n¢ These lobs are
wxpuvied tu pay ol least 38 per howr and previde the economis
atability for a family to lsave wolfare paermanently. Wages will bw
partially subeidized using funds that otherwise would have been paiﬁ

as AKLC or Fuad Staups.

Familiea of Opportunity incresses opportunities for families to
attain independence and ensure stability. It expands eligibllicy
for two-purent families, extendec trangitional c¢hild zarae for up to
1% monthes for those leavinq weirare ag a resulit of emplovment, ang
increases whe azcunt of earnings a family can reain bcrore lenlng

AFDC aligibility. It will operate in ten countias,

- MORE -
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: Aleso under the Famillies of Opportunity componani, a onevtime
cash bonus of 83180 will be paid when a child's patsrnity- is
established, and that amount will not count against AFDC benefits,
in addition, in calculsting APDC banefits, tha maximum vajus of a
ranily-owned veniclie will be raiged from §1%00 to 54300,

‘ Children of Opportunity will oporate in two counties and will
focus on education. under this component, dependent ¢nildren

between 6 and 18 will be required to attend school regularly. <Case

nanagoment servicee will bo available for families whose children
have problems with school attendance, and there will be financial

‘penalties for fallure to comply.

*Onio tegts a numbay of prowising ways to strengthen famllies,
inciuding incentives tou establish paternity and ensure children -
rogularly attend scbool,® said Mary Jo Bane, BHS aszistant secretary
for children and tamilies. ®Now with 23 states explioring creative
ways to reform welfare, millions of families are moving from

. ‘dependenoy o roal opportunity.”

: The project wiil operate for five years and will-include a
rigorous evaluation. :
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‘Taliing Points ‘ >
— Ohdr Waiver ~ *A Stats of § \;J@f C’\/““’,
e from a hand out to a hand up. In pertaership

10 has an exc%ﬁag plan
that will raise working welfare familics out of

wit local businessey, Ohio ¥
pov:riy to economic indep
Sec; stary Shalala

On. March 7, 1995, Ohio
~Ady indstration to test inng
welinre waivers granted by
statt flexibility and real welfide e
on > families from depenﬁ AL,

 reform strategles, surpassing the amount of
hdministrations. Continuing it’s commitment to
e Clinton Administration supports Ohio’s effom 10

ets President Clinton’s principles For welfare
A State of Opportunity” program leads pecple
 confines of dependence, by strengthening

ding responsibility in return.

nd encoursges families to work not stay on

n econorpic self-sufficiency. Ohio will increase

work by providing wage subsidies and forging

lding on President Clinton's community econamic
ployment primarily in Administration designated

‘fa.mii'ics, providing opportun]

The Dhio program p

welf are, so they can nt.hi
the i 'wcentives for welfare reg]
new public/private secior pardy
dm\upmn! effarts, Ohio wikh
E.ntc pnsz Zcms '

Ohe is making work pay. %o  petmits the state to increase asset Hmits and
earnings distegards under ARMEIGWH individuals to save money and make work more
atra tive than welfare. In of ' efteure that families can pet off and suy off of

) nd child cave benefits 1o families after they leave

© o two parent families.

Unllj:e the House Ways sndWéins.C e Republicans, Ohio rightly focuses on
tocreusing child support collectio A tim Clinton Administration, Ohie recognizes that
cstab ishing paternity and enmg’ disupport are critical to helping recipients move from

; first stase to request and receive approval to pay
xhment for children oo AFDC. The State will also
through”, which allows families to receive

depe dency w0 seIf«»su.fﬁmcyﬁ

siémportant prevention and parental responsibility

LA T

compg snents. The Aémmsm;m and:y '__;é:?;me.rim pwple agree that the best reform of
welfsie would be to ensure- t}tafmp disinot need it in the first place. That is why Chio is
going to expand its efforts tw’ @i&s,. y welfare dependency by focusing on schoo!

attenc ance and achicvement fonyois hts and their children. Under Ohio's approved
waive  dependent children w:.ijé i
for fa'lure 10 comply, pregrantéing
schoo regularly, and exemptigns:

ating teens will receive incentive payments to attend
A '035 program will be reduced for young parents.

*‘i" ®
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" qo8 David Ellwood
Mary Jo Bane
Bruce Keed

FROM: Melissa Skolfie%

DATE: September 16, 1994

Atz you know, MDRC will issue a press release Monday on its
evaluation of the Ohio LEAP preogram. I understand that the results
are very positive, both for the LEAP program and for welfare
reform.

My suggestion is that we offer a statement from David and Mary Jo
te answer any media inguiries, and the attached draff has been
ngggggen in conjunction with ASPE and ACF staff. “could 1~ please‘ggg
o _your comments by tHe end of the_day?_ Amy Busch will be workKing on
this, and can be reached at £%0~7850 if you have any trouble
reaching me. Comments can be faxed bagk to 650-8873.

Thanks.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE , Contact: Melissa Skolfield
{202) 690-7850 ;

HHS ASSISTANT SECRETARIES BANE AND ELLWOOD FIND
MDRC’S CLEVELAND LEAP RESULTS PROMISING

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation has released the second in a series of
reports on the effectiveness of Ohio’s LEAP program. LEAP uses bonuses and welfare grant
reductions, plus support services, 1o increase school attendance among wen parents on welfare.

DPavid EHwood, ITHS Agsistang Secretary for Planning and Evaluatton, and Mary Jo Bane,
HHS Assistant Secretary for Children and Farnilies, say they find the results of Ohio’s LEAP
program very promising.

*Like the Adminisiration’s welfare reform proposal, LEAP focuses on teen parents -- the
group most at risk of long-term welfare dependency. The results of this study are significant
because they provide sirong evidence that services offered through the Administration’s welfare
reform plan can increase school attendance and graduation rates of teen parents on welfare.

Our proposal is similar to LEAP in that it requires teen paremts on welfare to stay in
school as 8 condition of receiving benefits and provides case management and child care
assisianke. Our proposal also allows states 1o use financial incentives like those used in LEAP o

encourage schoeol completion.

- More -
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Like LEAP, oizr approach focuses on ending welfdre for the next generation -- tcenagers
who have the most to gain and the most at risk. By initizléy focusing our resources on these
younger recipients, we will send a message that staying in school, postponing pregnancy,
preparing for work, and supporting their children are the right things to do.

LEAP's results for school drop-cuts are less positive, and they underscore the importance
of the Administration’s national campaign against ween pregnancy. The link between teen births,
completion of high school, and poverty is clear, Approximately 80 percent of children borm (6
teenape parents who dropped out of bigh ;sch{mi and did not marry are poor. In contrast, just 8
percent of children born to married high school graduates aged 20 or older are poor. We need
send the strongest possibie signal to teens that pregonancy and childbirth should be delayed. And
we also need to focus on teens who are already mothery - wiﬁz mentoring, child care, tme-
lunited AFDC benefits, and other services necessary to put them on the path to work and seif-
sufficiency. To prevent these teen parents from dropping out of schos!, sur proposal extends the
school requirement and supportive services to teen parents who are currently in school, while
existing law only covers high-school dropouts.

Programs such as LEAP which opcrated under a federal waiver granted by the 11,8,
Department of Health and Fluman Services, show the important coatribution innovative programs
can make to reducing welfare dependency and encouraging work and respensibility. The

Administration’s welfare reform efforts will comtinue to support state flexibility, innovative
demonstration projects, and comprehensive program evaluations.”

#i#
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MANPOWER
DEMONSTRATION
RESEARCH
CORPORATION

MDRC

Three Park Avenue

New York, NY 100169936

Fel {2121 532-3200 Fax: {212) 4840832
Regional Office;

Board of Eirectors

Rickard P. Nathan, CAcirman
Paul H. ORelt, Thamsirer
E¥ {rimsherg, Chairmean Emerinis

’ Rebeccs M, Bk
28 Kearny Street, Suite 1650 Amunis Hernsndor
San Francisco, CA 94108 Alko Riser
Tel: (415) 781-3800 Fax: (415) 781-3826 Rudcih G Peane
Frankiin 13, Hanes
September 13, 1994 Rober: Solow
Liitbers Sitiner
Mr. Bruce Read Mitchall Svnidoff
s . . Wittiam Juling Wi
Deputy Assistant for Domestic Pelicy Wiklizm S, &i’wﬁﬂ"

The White House
The Old Executive Office Building, Room 216
Washington, D.C. 20500

Judith M. Gueron, President

Dear Bruce:

On September 20, MDRC will be releasing new findings from our on-going evaluation of Ohio’s LEAP
program, a statewide initiative that uses bonuses and welfare grant reductions ~ plus case management
and support services ~ 10 boost school attendance among teen parenis on welfare.

Last year we reported that, across seven Chio counties, LEAP prevented some in-school teens from
dropping out and brougie some dropouts back to school. The new resulis {(which cover only the city
of Cleveland) show that thig ¢ffort paid off, translating into a significant increase in high school
graduation and GED receipt,

The new results are encouraging: LEAP made a substantial difference for teens who were in-school
when they entered the program, However, the program was not uniformly successfl in increasing
school completions: 1t had litle, if any, impact on dropouts {a group whe were also more likely to face
repeated grant cuts), and the absolute number of LEAP teens who completed school was very low

The report also contrasts the effectiveness of the relatively tow-cost basic LEAP model with an enriched
version, which offered additional services. The study provides some evidence that this “enhanced”
vergion of LEAP substantially increased the success of the basie maodel in encouraging in-school teens
to complete school.

These interim findings are of obvious importance for welfare reform, although we have yet to learn
whetiier LEAP’s school effects will ultimately increase employment and reduce welfare receipt. They
also suggest that LEATP can be a useful complement 10 education reform efforts that seek to increase
high school graduation,

I thought you would want 10 See an advance copy of the brief summary from the report {embargoed
until September 20). Let me know if you have any questions or would fike further mfomaizezz

'n\rely,

B4
M. Gdercn

President N

MGAm
¥aclosure
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* evaluation.
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Embargoed until September 20, 1994

OVERVIEW

This report presents new findings on the effectiveness of Ohio’s Learning, Earning, and
Parenting (LEAP) Program in Cleveland as well as initial results from the Cleveland Student Parent
Demonstration, a special project undertaken as part of the LEAP evaluation. LEAP is a statewide
initiative that uses financial incentives and penalties to promote school attendance by pregnant and
parenting teenagers on welfare, the group most likely to become long-term welfare recipients. The
program also offers teens case management and child care and transportation assistance. The program
requires teens who are in school to attend regularly, while those who have dropped out must return
to school or enter a program to prepare for the GED (General Educational Development) test, which
one must pass to receive an Ohio Certificate of High School Equivaience. By requiring school
attendance, LEAP seeks to increase the likelihood of teens’ completing school and eventually finding
jobs and leaving welfare, LEAP relies on the education system to provide all services to teens other
than case management, transportation, and child care assistance.

Since the program began operations in 1989, the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (MDRC) has been evaluating it in 12 counties throughout Ohio. Using an experimental
research design, nearly 10,000 teenage parents were randomly assigned either to a program or a
control group; the differences in the education and economic performances of these two groups reflect
the impact of LEAP’s combination of bonuses, sanctions, and support services. Thus far, two reports

' Future reports, scheduled to

have evaluated LEAP’s operation and impact on education outcomes.
be completed in 1995 and 1996, will update the education findings and assess LEAP’s longer-term
effects on employment, welfare receipt, family income, and other outcomes.

The aim of the Cleveland Student Parent Demonstration was to assess the effectiveness of
enhanced services beyond LEAP. For this study, additional services were provided to approximately
half the LEAP teens in Cleveland, who had been assigned to six "enhanced” high schools in the city

(the enhanced group), while LEAP teens assigned to the other six "regular” schools (the regular group)

IThe first report (Bloom et al., 1991) addressed the early implementation of LEAP. The second (Bloom
et al., 1993) presented estimates of LEAP's bonus and sanction rates and its short-term education impact
{primarily on school enroliment and attendance}.

-1-
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“’_?;»,v}cre eligible only for regular services. The additional services available o LEAP teens in the
.E%,'enhamcé group were of two kinds: school-based — inchuding intensive case management by staff
Q stationed in schools, in-school child care, and instruction in parenting and life skills — for teens
‘E‘Z"jaimnding enbanced high schools; or community-based — including cuireach, special GED preparation
{‘ classes, and parenting and Iife skills instruction — for tesas who, though assigned to one of these
‘,; ghhzmed schools, did not attend reguiarly. By including both school-based services for teens who
3 Lwere atending school regularly and community-based services for teens who were not complying with
1 LEAP, the demonstration was designed to provide most LEAP teens in the enhanced group with
..;;- additional services.*
The Cleveland Sudent Parent Demonstration used a quasi-experimenial design, in contrast to
; the experimenial, random assignment research design used in the evaluation of the LEAP program.
"} . In a quasi-experimental design, two similar, preexisting groups are identified as the research groups
o for the study. For the test of enhanced services, these two groups were LEAP teens assigned 1o the
enﬁanced high schools (which offered additional services) and LEAP teens assigned to the regular high
f §c?zools (which offered only regular servicesy. The difference in education outcomes between these
‘ ;two groups serves as the estimate of the effect of the enhanced services. Analysis suggests that these
two groups are well matched and should, therefore, provide a reliabie test of the effectiveness of the

en%zam:emcnls Nonetheless, due o potential differences between the research groups in a quasi-

\

”’\»

“ experimental design, these impact estimates must be interpreted with more caution than estimates based
:t_on a random assignment research design,
f;i:f The research in Cleveland indicates that LEAP i3 a viable, low-cost policy approach that

( significantly improves school completion.  Despite operational problems during the first two years,

‘3-__ LEAP’s financial incertive siructure affecied vietually all eligible teens, with more than three quariers
of weens carning bonuses and two thirds qualifying for grant reductions. LEAP increased teens” receipt
ff_'“ﬁf high school diplomas and GEDs by 5.6 percentage poims afier three years. LEAP's impact was
;f‘" particularly evident (8.8 percemtage points after three years) for teens who were enrolled in school

.

S categories of enhanced teens were not covered by these services: (1) teens who regutarly anended

g adult education/GED programs other than the enhanced GED programs; and (2) teens who were exenmpted

" from the LEAP school-attendance requirement and did not attend school or an enhianced GED program. As

* discussed in Chapter 3, LEAP teens were exempied from the atiendance requirement during the last seven

_months of pregnancy, while caring for a child under three months old, when child care or transporation was
= “ unavailable, and for other specified reasons.

t.
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when they entered the program. These may be conservative estimates of the LEAP model’s powential,
because most sample members emered the program during the time it was experiencing slar-up
problems.
in addition, the research indicates that enhanced services added 1o LEAP's effect on teens’
school completion rate {as well as to program ¢osis). The results suggest that the enhanced services
increased high school and GED completion hy about 2 percentage points afier three years. The full
-set of enhanced services was not in place for a year or more after many teens first entered LEAP.
In addition, once in place, the enhanced services reached a smaller proportion of eligible teens than
expected. Less than hatf of LEAP teens in the enharced group aftended school enouplh 10 recetve any
school-based services, and many of those who failed 1o attend school did not receive any community-
based services. Among LEAP teens who did attend school, the enhanced services significantly
increased the likelihood of their earning a diploma or 2 GED. Because of the late start of some
enhanced services and because the additional services did not reach all teens in the enhanced group,
the results presented in this report probably understate the potential effectiveness of additional services.
Each of the following six chapters focuses on a particular aspect of this atempt to find answers
1c the ongoing probiem of teenage parents on welfare:
*  Chapter 2: Why are teennge parents as a group important to welfare policy?
At any piven point in time, parems under the age of 20 make up a small fraction
of all cases receiving Ald to Families with Dependem Children {AFDC), the
mation’s largest cash welfare program. However, teen parents receiving AFDC
are much more likely than other recipients to stay on welfare 3 very long ume,
For this reason, welfare cases thay begin with a teen birth account for more than
half of alt AFDC expenditures, making this a criticafly important segment of the

welfare population. However, there is limited evidence about which policy
approaches work best in promoting teens’ self-sufficiency.

¢ Chapier 3: How effective has LEAP been so far? Chapter 3 summarizes the
research findings on LEAP that were released last year! These preliminary
results were promising, The program’s financial incemive structure was
implemnented relatively smoothly throughout Ohio, and at least one bonus or
sanction was directed to almost all eligible teens (93 percent) within an 18-month
pericd. LEAP improved school retention, substantially reducing the likelihood
that initially enrolled teens would drop out of school during their first year in the
programn. LEAP also induced a sigrificant number of dropouts to enroll in a

*Bloom ef al., 1993,
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school or a GED preparation program. These enrollment impacts appeared to
be wanslating into small effects on high school and GED completion, based on
the himited data available at that time. The findings were relatively consisterg
across coumties, aithough in Cuyahoga County, where Cleveland is located,
LEAP operated with more startup problems and recorded smaller impacis on
school enroliment than in other counties.

Chapter 4: How has LEAP succeeded in Cleveland? The additional daua
collection and apalysis in Cleveland permit an updating of the LEAP results,
presented in Chapter 4. The wost important of these new findings is that
LEAP’'s combination of bonuses, sanctions, and suppott services increased the
percentage of eligible teens who completed a high school diptoma or GED within
three years of entering the program from 13.5 percemt to 21.1 percent, a
statistically significant impact of 5.6 percentage points, LEAP’s effect was much
larges for teens who were enrolled in school when they entered the program than
for weens who emered as dropouts.  Among initislly emrolled teens, LEAP
increased the proportion completing high school or eamning a GED by a
statistically significant 8.8 percentage points (from 20.4 1w 29.2 percent). In
contrast. among teens not initially enrclled, LEAP increased completion by 2.6
percentage points {from £.6 1o {1.1 percent), an effect that is not statisticaily
significant.

LEAP’s effect statewide may be different from its effect in Cleveland. The next
LEAP report (scheduled for 1995) will examine the program’s effect on high
school and GED completion in seven Ohio counties.

Based on daw collected in Cleveland, the direct cost of LEAP per eligible teen
is estimated a5 3971 (in fiscal year 1993 dollars). This cost corresponds to the
entire period of program cligibility, which, depending on the teen, could last as
little as 2 month and as much as eight vears (the average was a little less than
two years). This estimate excludes the indirect cost 10 schools that resuits from
LEAP’s effect on schoo! enroliment.

Chapter 5: What has been learued from the implementation of the enhanced
school- and community-based services? The evidence discussed in Chapter §
suggests that the school- and community-based services, which together cost
$1,965 per teen, had differemt accomplishments and encoumered different
problems. The school-based services, which were directed 1o teens who attended
school, were implemented relatively casily. In particular, since the school-based
case managers monitored students’ atrendance and performarnce closely, they
were able to quickly follow up on any problems and help teens finish school,

The community-based cutreach effort, which wargeted gens who never auended
schocl or whe dropped out, proved more difficult: abouwt a third of the teens
referred for this service could not be located; communication with the two thirds
who were contacted was often limited or sporadic; and many of the wens who

-4-
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were successfully contacted posed a special challenge (for example, many had
been out of school for a long time). The enhanced GED programs managed to
enroll a substantial share of out-of-school teens, and to achieve surprisingly high
attendance rates, but most enroliees entered with poor skills and relatively few
completed a GED.

Chapter 6: To what extent do these enhanced services improve teens’
educational performance over LEAP’s efforts alone? The findings in
Cleveland indicate that the effect of enhanced services on school completion —
beyond LEAP’s own effect — was relatively small for the eligible population as
a whole. LEAP’s completion impact in the third year after random assignment
was about 8 percentage points when combined with the additional services,
compared with a 6 percentage point impact for LEAP alone. As with LEAP, the
enhanced services appear to have had more effect on initially enrolled teens than
~ on school dropouts.

An important reason for the small additional effect of the enhanced services is

that many teens did not receive the services. For example, the school-based

services were provided only to teens who attended high school. However, only
43 percent of LEAP teens attended school at least 20 days in any given school

* year during the three years examined, Among the teens who did attend, the

effect of the enhanced services was substantially larger and statistically

significant,

Chapter 7: How important is the improvement in education outcomes
achieved by LEAP and the enhanced services? The overall results in
Cleveland are encouraging, suggesting that LEAP’s impact extended beyond
enrollment to completion, and that the enhancements added to LEAP’s effect.
However, the success of both LEAP and the enhanced services appears to have
varied substantially by initial enrollment status. The results are very encouraging
for teens who were already enrolled in school at the time their eligibility for
LEAP was established, but disappointing for school dropouts.

On their own, 20 percent of initially enrolled teens earned a high school diploma
or a GED within three years. The LEAP program substantially improved this
performance, increasing overall completion rates from 20 to 29 percent.
Further, most of these additional completions were high school graduations. In
addition, the enhanced services appear to have increased school completion
beyond the effect of LEAP alone, among these teens.

In contrast, without intervention fewer than 9 percent of dropouts received a
diploma or GED within three years. Neither LEAP nor the enhanced services
significantly improved this outcome. Moreover, because the dropouts’ behavior
was not altered appreciably, their families endured a substantial reduction in
welfare grants resulting from LEAP sanctions. Fortunately, LEAP, operating
as an ongoing program, will encounter a smaller proportion of teens entering the

-5-
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program as dropouts than it did during the period it has been evaluated,
particularly if enhanced services are available. If 1eens were exposed to LEAP
from the point they first kad a child and went on welfare, as wouid be the case
in an ongoing program, fewer of them would already be dropouts and it is Hkely
that more would be encouraged by LEAP to finish school or earn a GED,

A digtressing aspect of the findings in Cleveland is that, with or withowt LEAP, few leen parents

* finished high school or received a GED. While the low completion rates pantly reflect limitations of

the study — teens were not followed beyond three school years, and graduations from schools outside

> Cleveland were ot counted they also speak to the difficulty of encouraging this important segmen

“of the welfare poputation to reach 2 key milestone on the road 1o economic self-sufficiency. While
LEAP and the enhanced services together had a substantial impact on school completion, more than
three quarters of the teen parents whoe werg exposed to them still did not ebiasin a diploma or & GED

" during the period evaluated.

The results in Cleveland are, gonsequently, mixed, On the one hand, LEAP has been shown

to be a workable and melatively inexpensive program that significantly improves the school performance

~  of teen parenis on welfare. Further, given eardier findings, # iz likely that LEAP's impact on school

" completion s other Ohio communities will be larger than &t was in Cleveland. Moreover, the results
~ suggest that improved services in schools and in the community can increase the effect of LEAP, and
¥ there is evidence that the services could potentially achieve even more than has beep documented in
Cleveland.

On the other hand, the package of financial mcentives and services implemented in Cleveland

" lessened, but certainly did not solve, the problem of tren parents’ economic hardship and welfare

dependency. The package significantly reduced the proportion of teen parents who ¢id not finish their
I . schooling, but thas fraction was still large. Moreover, it zemains to be seen how much LEAP's effect
‘ on school performance will translate into improved employment, increased income, and reduced
welfare receipt. Future LEAP reports will speak to this iinportant point.
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(Ohio’s Learning, Earning, and Parenting {LEAP) Program is an unusual statewide initiative that
uses financial incentives and penaltics to promote school attendance among pregnant and parenting
teenagers on welfare, the group most hikely to become lang-term weifare recipients, LEAP requires
these tecns 1o stay in school and attend regularly or, if they have dropped out, 1o retum 0 school
or enler s program to prepare for the GED (high school equivalency) test. By improving the teens’
school attendance in the short term, LEAP secks to increase the likelihood that they will complete
schoo! and, in the longer term, find jobs and leave welfare. The program, developed by the Ohio
Department of Human Services (ODHS) and operated by County Departments of Human Scrvices
{CDHS), has reached more than 20,000 cligible teens since it began operating in mid-1989. LEAP
has artracted substantial interest in Ohio, other states, and at the federal level

This is the second report in a six-year evaluation of LEAP that began in 1989, The study &
being conducted by the Manpower Demonstration Rescarch Corporation {MDRC) with funding from
OIHS, the Ford Foundation, the George Gund Foundation, the Cleveland Foondation, BP Americs,
the Treu-Mart Fund, the Procter & Gamble Fund, and the U8, Department of Health and Human
Services. The report assesses the operation of LEAP and provides early evidence on the program’s
effects on school cnmiimmz,‘attcndancﬁ, and completion in seven Obio counties that include about
hail of the statcwide LEAP caseload. The evsluation’s final report, which i scheduled to be
completed by early 1995, will address the program’s longer-term impacts.

The LEAP Model

Pacticipation in LEAP is mandatory for all pregnant womea and custodial parents (almost all
are women) under 20 vears old who are receiving Aid to Familics with Dependent Childeen (AFDC)
and do oot have a high «chool diploma or GED certificate.  This includes both (cens who head
welfare cases and those who receive assistance on someone clse’s case (usually the teen’s mothet).

Under program rules, all cligible teens are required to regularly attend 2 school or program
leading to a high school diploma or GED. This applies both to teens who are in school when they
become cligible for LEAP ~ they must remain enrolled ~ and to dropouts, who must return to high
school or enter an Adult Basic Education (ABE) program to prepare for the GED test, LEAP uses
a three-tiered incentive stnucture to enforce this mandate, First, teens who provide evidence that

L]
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they are enrolied in & school or program receive a bonus payment of $62. They then receive an
additional $62 in their welfare check for each month in which they meet the program’s artendance
requirements. For teens in a full-time high school, this means being absent no more than four times
in the month, with two or fewer unexcused absences. {Absences for which the teen obtains »
physician's statement are not counted.) Different attendance standards apply to part-time ABE
programs, but the same financial incentives apply.

Setand, teens who do not stiend an initial LEAP assessment interview (which commences
participation in LEAP) or fail to provide proof of school enrollment without an acceptsble reason
have $62 deducied from their grant (i.e., they sre sanctioned) in every month until they comply with
program rules. Similarly, enrolled teens are sanctioned 362 for each month in which they exceed the
allowed number of unexcused absences. '

Third, enrolled teens who exceed the allowsd number of total absences but not the allowed
number of unexcused absences in a month earn neither g bonus nor a sanction,

Since teens have several opportunities w provide evidence of "good cause™ for absences that
schools debine & onexcused, bonuses and sanctions occur three months after the sttendance behavior
that triggers them. Teens may be temporarily exempied from the LEAP requirements if they are in
the iast seven months of & pregnancy, if they are caring for a child under three months old, if child
care or transportation s unavailable, or for other specified reasons.

LEAP sanctions and bonuses can substantially change the income of participants. During most
of the study period, a teen living on her own with one child {the most common situation) was eligible
for a monthly AFDC grant of $274. A bonus raised her grant to 3336, A sanction reduced it to
$212. Thus, the total difference in AFDC payments between a teen who enrolied and attended
regularly, and one who failed to enroll without a good reason, was 3124 per month.

Each LEAP teen is assigned to a case manager, who is responsible for explaining the program’s
rules, monitoring the teen’s compliance to determine whether a bonus or sanction is warranted, and
helping the teep overcome barriers 10 school attendance. Teens are also eligibie to receive assistance
with child care and transportation as needed to atiend school.

Under Ohio’s wunty*édministemd wel{are system, LEAP is operated by County Departmenis
of Human Services in all 88 of the state’s counties. Many aspects of the program’s implementation,
including the stafling structure and specific responsibilities of case managers, are left to the discretion

of counties.
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The Policy Significance of LEAP

LEAP is an important initiative for three reasons. First, the program attacks a critical sociat
problem — long-term welfare receipt ~ by encouraging and assisting teen parents on welfare (o stay

in or return to school. Recent data show that more than hall of all welfare housebolds are headed

by womcn who first gave birth as 2eens and that the route from adolescent childbearing to long-term

welfare :ecmpt often begins when pregnant or parenting teens drop out of school. This is not
surprising given the growing disparity between the earnings of high school graduates and dropouts.
In addition, teenagers who drop out at the time of their first pregnancy or birth ascount for a
substantial proportion of all female dropouts, making this population impartant to broader efforts to
increase school completion rates.

Second, unlike most other programs for this population, LEAP operates on a large scale and
targets an unusually broad group of teens. It is only the second statewide effort 1o enforee a school
attendance mandate for all teen parents on wellare, including those who are afready in school. The
first, Wisconsin's Loarnfare prograz;a, targets all teens on welfare {pot just those who are parents),
uses only grant reductions, and did not iritially include case management. Until recently, most
initiatives for teen parents were small-scale programs serving volunteers; welfare agencies rarcly
targeted programs to this group. The Family Support Act, the major welfare reform legislation

passed by Congress in 1988, urges all states to target teen parents on welfare for services and to

require school attendance. However, few states have moved as aggressively as Ghio.

Third, LEAP’s approach, which uses both financia) incentives and penalties to encourage feens
to use existing education services, is unique. Programs that seek {o change the behavior of welfare
recipients through financial inducements have attracted wide attention in rccent years, although little

is known about their cffectiveness, An exception is programs that use the threat of welfarg grant

reductions o encourage employment and participation in education and employment-related activities.

Rigorous evaluations have shown that these programs can be effective for adults, although it is not

known how much these impacts were driven by the use of sanctions versus the services that were
provided. However, LEAP'S use of both financial incentives and penalties, and its application of
these inducements to al cligible teens on an ongoing basis, constitutes an important departure {rom
past practices.

The findings from this report, along with results from other ongoing evaluations of inteeventions
for teen parents, will help inform the search for effective policy approaches for this important

population. In the context of these findings, it is critical to note that LEAP, unlike some other

.
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existing or proposed “learnfare” strategies, {argets only teenage custodial parents, and represents an
integrated "package,” including both financial incentives and penalties, case management, child care
and transportation assistance, and extensive due process procedures that provide opportunities for
teens to respond before grant reductions are imposed.  Thus, the results do pot offer evidence on
the elfectiveness of other learnfare approaches that include only parts of the LEAP package, such

as {inancial penalties alone.

An Overview of the Findings

- LEAP has operated relatively smoothly during its first three years. However, because the
avaluation began st the same time LEAP operations commenced, most of the 1eens in the study
expericnced LEAP at least partly during the early months of the program’s operation, when there
were stari-up problems and the financisl incentives operated lez;st efficiently. Since the evidence
suggests that LEAP operations have become smoother aver time, the resulis presented here should

be seen as a conscrvalive estimate of the models potential,

Despite the early implementation problems, LEAP has incorporated most eligible teens into
its incentive structure. LEAP staff requesied at least one bonus or sanction for 93 percent of eligible
teens in the three largest counties in Ohio during the first 18 months after these teens entered the

program. Seventy-five percent of eligible teens earned at least one bonus, and 56 percent were slated

for at least one sanction {many teens earned both bonuses and sanctions). However, it is important

to nete that, for seversl legitimate reasons, teens generally did not qualify for grant adjustments in
every month; sbout half were scheduled for six or more ,act.ions over the 18 months. e addition,
especially during the early months of program operations, many of the sanctions that were requested
by LEAP staff did not actually lead to grant adjustments beeause of administrative problems,
LEAP has also made substantial progress toward its key short-term goal of inducing teens o
enroll in or remain enrofled in schoal. This report’s impact analysis, which compares the behavior
of LEAP teens (the program group), to.that of 2 rendomly selected group of similar (eens (the
control group), found that the program affected both teens who were already enrolled in school when

they became eligible for LEAP, making them less likely to drop out, and teens who were initially

dropouts, making them more likely to return to schonl or enter adult education programs.
Among teens who were already enrolled in school when they became eligible for LEAP (about
half of all teeng), 61.3 percent of the program group and 51.1 percent of the control group remained

enrolled continuously (or graduated) during the 12 months after entering LEAP. This difference ~

e
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Mr. Bruce Reed

Deputy Assistant for Domestic Policy
The White House

The Old Executive Office Building
Room. 216

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Bruce:

In April, MDRC will be releasing new findings from two studies of major state initiatives under the
Family Support Act that I thought would be of particular interest (0 you:

1. On April 12: The first reselts on the effectiveness of Ohio’s Laearning, Earning, and
Parenting {LEAP) Program. LEAP is a statewide initiative that uses financial incentives
{monthly increases or reductions in AFDC grants, tied to school attendance) and some case
management o keep teen mothers on AFDC in school.  (Note that LEAP’s more balanced
financial incentives, more extensive due process provisions, case management, and exclusive
focns on teen parents — rather than all teens in welfare households — distinguishes it from
the Wisconsin Learnfare program.)

While the final, longerterm resulis are not in yet, the garly evidence is encouraging. LEAP
both prevented some tcen mothers from dropping out of school, and brought some dropouts
back to high schools and GED programs, This may be an important first step toward
preventing long-term welfare dependency and may also be of value in meeting the national
education goal of increasing high school graduation rates.

2. On April 21 New findings on California’s Greater Aveoues for Indepeadence (GAIN)
Program, the largest state JOBS program.  You may recall that first-year findings released
last year generated widespread interest and were viewsed as an encouraging early report card
for JOBS. The second-year results are more posiive, with larger carnings gains and welfare
savings in most of the counties.

H



Mr. Bruce Reed
Aprid 5, 1993
Page 2

I thought you would Iike an early warning, since both reports ars likely to gensréte substantial press
coverage and you may get calls. An Executive Summary of the LEAP report Is enclosed. [ will send
the GAIN summary as 500D a6 it is availahle,

1 will give vour office a call to see if you would be interested in my coming by to discuss the
findings.

Best wishes,
; \}&b\
Judith M. Gueron

Enc.
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10.3 percentage points {after rounding) - represents a statistically significant increase in school
':e;g-ﬁ:im
Among teens who were dropouts when they entered LEAP, 468 percent of program group
members and 33.4 percent of controls enrolied in a high school or adult education program at some
point during the following 12 months. This 13.4 percentage point impact on school retum is also

statistically significant. Nevertheless, it is important (o note thai, cven with the LEAP incentives and

penalties, more than half the dropouts neve:

The patiern of school return impacts varied depending on how long dropouts had been out of
schoal when they were identified as eligible for LEAP. Among recent dropouts (those who had been
out of school less than a vear), many of those who resumed their scbooling because of LEAP
returned to high school. In contrast, among longer-term dropouts, virtually alf of those who returned
entered part-time adult education programs rather than full-time high schools. '

Importantly, these impact estimates include many teens who already met the LEAP eligibility
criteris when the program began, When compared with teens who became ehigible for LEAP after
operations began, these "on-board” teens were more likely to have been out of school a year or more
and to have had two or more children at the point they were brought into LEAP. Teens with these
characteristics had smalier overall impacts, took longer to respond 1o the LEAP incentives, and, when
they did, were more likely to enter adult education programs. In an ongoing program, teens would
generally be identified closer to the time they become parents and, as a result, fewer would enter the
program as school dropouts or as the parents of more than one child. This, together with the

improvement in program operations during the study pedod, suggests that LEAP's impacts might have
been larger if they had been measured for an ongoing program.
——————r

In adidition to promoting retention in high school and inducing some dropouts to return to these

schools, LEAP also improved the atrendance of teens enrolled in high school. In contrast, program

group teens who enrolled in adult education programs attended those programs somewhat fess than
controls. However, because many more program group than control group toens enrolled in adult
education programs, the total number of days attended was greater for the program group.

Finally, early evidence on school completion suggests that LEAP’s success in promoting high

school enroliment and retention may uitimately translate inte comparable Increases in_bigh school

graduation. In addition, the program has already produced @ smalf but statistically significant increasc

in the proportion of teens taking and passing the GED test. However, the cvidence on LEAP's

impact on graduation and GED receipt is necessarily preliminary because many of the teens studied
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in the analysis were not old enough to have gradualéd or obtained 8 GED during the study period.
In addition, at this carly point in the study, it is unclear whether irapacts on schoel completion will

transiate into longer-term effects on employment, camings, or welfare receipt.

The LEAP Evaluation
The LEAP evaluation, which began in 1989, includes a randomly selected group of 12 of Ohio’s

88 counties. This report focuses on seven of these counties, which include Ohio’s three largest cities
-~ Cleveland, Columbus, and Cincinnati - as well as suburban and rural arcas.  Although they
encompass half of the statewide LEAP caseload, it ,sizmzid be noted that these seven counties are
mostly urban, and therefore underrepresent LEAP teens in rural arcas. The seven counties are:
Cuyaboga (Cleveland), Frankiin {Columbus), Hamilton (Cincinnati), Lucas (Toledo), Stark (Canton},
and two smaller, rural counties, Lawrence and Muskingum, ’

The evaluation uses a random assignment research design (o assess LEAP's effectiveness, To
implement this design, all 1eens who were found to be cligible for LEAP in the rescarch counties
from the time the program began operating in July 1989 through September 1991 ~ just over 7,000
individuals in the seven counties ~ were assi gned, at random, 10 one of two groups: a program group,
which was eligible for LEAP's incentives and case management, of a control group, which was not,
LEAP staff did not work wzih teens in the control group or monitor their school absences, and these
teans’ welfare grants were not adiusted based on their attendance. Also, control group teens were
ineligible for payments (other than for child care) or case management from Ohio’s Job Op];ariuzziziszs
and Basie Skills Training (JOBS) Program for adult welfare recipients. Because teens were assigned
to the program and control groups at random, there were no Systematic differences between them
except for the fact that one group was subject to the LEAP mandate and the other was not. Thus,
as the evaluation tracks members of the groups over time, any measured differences between them
in school behavior, employment, earnings, AFDC roceipt, or other outcomes, can be aftributed to
LEAP. |

This analysis uses a wide variety of data sources ~ including a survey of a random subsct of
more than 2,000 program znd control group teens, LEAP and AFDC casefiles, records abtained from
selected school districts, statewide GED testing data, and discussions with small groups of LEAP
teens ~ to assess LEAP's operations and its impacts on teens’ schoo! enrollment. attendance, and
completion during their first 12 to 18 months in the progeam. The analysis focuses most heavily on

the three largest urban counties, where the most complete data were available.
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Findinps o Program Implementation

One poal of the cvaluation is (o describe how the LEAP madel has been transiated into an
operating program 21 the county level, and {o examine the kay issues that have emerged during the
first two to three years of operstions. This topic was the primary focus of MDRC's first report on
LEAP, and is updated in this report. Key findings include the following: ‘

*

*  LEAF bas operated relatively smoothly duriag the study period, considering that

the program is complex to administer. Not surprisiogly, all couaties experienced
operationsl preblems, particularly during the start-up period.

The LEAP model requires a variety of complex linkages, within and across agencies, that
generally did not exist prior to the program’s implementation. For example, monitoring teens’
atendance necessitates close cooperation between schools and welfare agencies, and implementing
welfare grant adjustments requires coordination across divisions of & county welflare agency. Because
the planning period preceding implementation was extremely compressed, the rescarch countics were
forced to develop these linkages - and to deal with other formidable challenges ~ under intense
pressure, with little relevant experience on which 10 build.

(Giiven these challenging circumstances, it is noteworthy that all of the research counties were
able to begin operations roughly on schedule and that, despite a range of problems, they have
managed fo identify large numbers of eligible 1eens, obtain attendance information for most of those
in school, and impicment large numbers of grant adjustments. P%:rhaps more important, the counties
have made steady progress in addressing the key problems, and operations have become smoother
over time. However, as noted earlier, most of the teens who are studied in this analysis experienced
LEAP at least in part during the less efficient start-up perind.

» LEAF has reached a large and diverse papulation of teens. IHowever, identifying

elipible teens — particularly those who do nof head welfare cases — was guite
difficult, in Jarge part because of the limitations of the welfare computer system.

More than 7,000 teens were identified as eligible for LEAP during the first two years of
program operations in the seven counties studied for this report. This was an extremely diverse
group, including 1% and 19-vear-olds, who were quite likely 10 have two Or more children and 10 have
been out of school for more than 4 year, and younger teens who had onc child and were still enrolied
in school when they entered the program. Overall, about half the eligible teens reported being
enrolled in school when they were identificd as eligible for LEAP.
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more experienced stalf, More exionsive training was necessaty in counties where AFDC workers
became case managers.

= School districts have generally cooperated with LEAP. Sull, it often has bren

difficult for LEAP staff to establish reliable attendance reporting systems.

Despite: the lack of preexisting linkages between county welfare agencies and schools, and the
unusual nature of the LEAP model, the vast majority of school districts in the research counties have
been willing to supply the sttendance information necessary fo trigger LEAP’s incentives and
penalties. However, the process of establishing and maintairing reliable monitoring systems has been
exiremely complex and time-consuming, and these systems have sometimes broken down. Attendance
reports have often arrived (oo late to implement the grant adjustments on schedule. Reporting
problems have been most severe in large wrban arcas and for 1eens atieanding ABE programs; these
programs {raditionally served volunteers, snd did not always maintain detailed individual attendance
records, As with other implementation problems, attendance reporting has generally improved over
time, a8 countties have devised new organizational approaches and school staff have become more
familiar with LEAP,

* Because it provides no education services, LEAP is dependent un the local schoot

environment, which varies across counties and school districts. One particularly

imporiant factor in the speration of LEAF is the avallability and accessibility of
alternatives to traditional high school.

Many LEAP teens who bave dropped out of school have failed in the mainstream education
system and are cxtremcly reluctant to return to traditional high schools. For these teens, the
availability of education alternatives can be a critical determinant of LEAP's success.  In most

counties, ABE programs, which help studenis prepare for the GED test, are the most common

allernatives. However, owing (o the interaction of state and federal laws, teens under 18 years ofd

are pot permitted 1o entoll in these programs uniess they have officially withdrawn from school, and

the frequency with which teens are permitied to withdraw varies considerably across school districts,
Thus, the menu of available education options differs across counties, as does the invoivement of
LEAP staff in steering teens toward particular educational options.

Another important aspect of the local school context 5 3 preexisting Ohio Department of
Education initiative known RADS {Graduation, Reality and Dual-Role Skills), which funds and

trains home economics teachers (o provide special instruction to pregnant and parenting students in
more than 500 Obio schools, Although GRADS is not formally linked to LEAP (and is also available
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to teens in the control group), the caseloads and missions of the two programs overlap, and the
LEAP and GRADS staff have developed close working relationships in many schools, GRADS has
grestly aided LEAP io establishing linkages with schools, and the cfforts of GRADS ieachers may
also contribute to LEAP's ability to encourage teens to stay in school and obtain their diplomas,
This, in turn, may bolster the program’s longer-term effects on employment and self-sufficiency. Two-
thirds of LEAP teens who were attending high school reported that they were enrolled in GRADS.
¢ LEAP has largely avoided the legal challenges that initially hindered the
Learnfure program in Wisconsin, which jocludes only grant reductions, It &
likely that this has resulted in part from specific aspects of LEAP's design.
LEAP's inclusion of bonuses and case management in addition to sanctions may maicé: it more

acceptable to AFDC recipients and critics of programs that sanction welfare recipients. In addition,

“the program’s due process procedures, which give teens several opportunities to respond before

sanctions are taken, have probably avoided numerous erroneous sanctions. However, this lengthy
Al

process is also partly responsible for the long (three manth) lag between the teens’ behavior and the

financial response, which may weaken the ability of the bonuses and penalties to change behavior,

Findings on Bonus and Senction Rates

The assessment of LEAP operations, which focused on Ohio’s three largest counties —
Cuyahoga {Cleveland), Franklin (Coiainims), and Hamilton (Cincinnati) ~ shows that the program’s
incentive structure bas incorporated most eligible teen parents. It also indicates that program
operations improved over time, which means that teens were exposed to a much more efficient and
predictable structure during the 1991-92 school year than the one they faced during 1989-90. Specific
findings include: '

* The vast majority of teens have been scheduled for at least one bonus or sanction

during the time they have been eligible for LEAP. More teeas earned bonuses
than sanctions,

LEAP staff requested at least one bonus or sanction for 93 percent of eligible teens in the three
largest w;miiﬁ:s at some point in the 18 months following conlirmation of these teens’ eiigibilify for
LEAP.} For 100 typical LEAP teens, as depicted in Figure 1, 37 qualified for bonuses only, 18 were

¥This snalysis focuses primarily on grant adjustment yequests, rasher than actual adjustments, sa as not
to give undue weight to the early operational period, when there was a disparity berween the two in some
conntices.
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FIGURE 1

BONUS AND BANCTION REQUESTS FOR 100 TYPICAL LEAP TEENS
WITHIN 18 MONTHS OF ELIGIBILITY VERIFICATION
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~ scheduled for sanctions only, 38 carned both bonuses and grant reductions, and only 7 did not qualify

for cither a bonus or a sanction duaring the 18-month period covered by the stady. Among the 38
tecns who were slated for both bonuses and sanctions, 14 camned more bonuses, 18 were slated for
more sanctions, and 6 qualified for an squal number of each, Thus, overall, 75 percent of teens
earned at least one bonus, and 56 percent were scheduled for at least one sanction.

¢ Although almost sli teens earned at least one grant adjustment, many were not

scheduled Tor large numbers of adjustments during their time in LEAP,

LEAP staff requested 3.5 bonus payments and 2.8 sanctions per eligible teen during the 18
months covered by the study.  About half of the teens were scheduled for six or more gramt
adjustments during this period. This means that in a typical month more than one-quarter of all teens

were slated for bonusds, and about one-fifth were scheduled for sanctions. It is important 10 note

- that a substantial fraction of bonuses were for initial enrollment in school, rather than for good

attendance, ,

These data suggest that, ina 1}]}2{:&1 month, about half of all eligible teens were not scheduled
for either a bonus or a senction, Aside from administrative problems, there are a number of
jegitimate reasons why this might occur. First, 35 noted carlier, teens with large numbers of excused
absences in a month may qualify for neither a sanction nor a bonus. Sccond, about one-third of the

teens were exempt at some point; exemptions were more likely to be granted after a 1990 rule change

" ereated an exemption for pregnancy (a large fraction of teens became pregnant or had additional

children at some point after ezzza:ring the program). Third, bonuses and sanctions generally do not

apply to the summer months, when school is not in session. Thus, one would not expect teens to
carn bonuses or sanctions in all of their eligible months.

* There are important differences across counties, both in the rates of sanctlion and

bonus requests and in the propertien of reguested adjustments that actually
ocenrred.

Among the theee counties studied in this part of the analysis, the fraction of teens who were
scheduled for at Jeast one sanction during the 18 months following eligibility determination ranged
from 50 p%:zmm in Cuyahoga County to 64 percent in Hamilton County. Rates of bonus requests
also varied. County variation in the percentage of teens earning bonuses and sanctions was affecied
by a variety of factors including teen behavior, county practices in granting exemptions and
responding to noncompliance, and the ability of counties {0 obtain zzi{mdaﬁce information.

As described in the previous section, LEAP case managers in most counties are not directly
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responsible for processing grant adjustments and, in some counties, stafl report that adjustments
requesied by LEAP stalf are frequently not apphied. The data support this contention, but suggest
that the severity of the problem varied by county. Among the three largest counties, the problem
was particularly serious in Cuyahoga County, where only about hall the requested sanctions were
actually processed during the study period.  However, there is evidence that the gap between
requested and acteal adjustments narrowed considerably over time,

The teens’ responses to the survey, which covered all seven counties, suggest that the
proportion of teens who were actually sanclioned — which reflects both the patterns of sanction
requests and the likelihood that these requests were processed — also varied considerably across the

seven counties.
*  Some teens were scheduled for many sanctions and never cooperated with LEAP,

Thirteen percent of LEAP teens qualified for four or more sanctions and no bonuses during
the first 1B months foliowing eligibility determination, and most of these sanctions resalied in grant
reductions. This group was made up largely of teens who had dropped out of school more than a
year prior 1o entering LEAP. Clearly, the LEAP model had litiic effect on the behavior of these

teens. However, it is important 1o pote that longer-torm dropouts should account for a smaller share

of the teens entering LEAP over time.

¢  There have been important changes in the aperation of the fisancial incentive
system over time.

Figure 2 shows ihat in January 1990, six months after LEAP started, neither a bonus nor a
sanction was requested {0y more than half the ¢ligible teens in the three largest counties, Sanctions
were requested for one in nine teens {Jess than half of these sanctions were acted vpon), while
bonuses were requested for one in three teens. Two years later, in January 1992, actions were
requested for a majority of teens, the sanction request rate had more than doubled {and most
requested sanctions resulted in grant reductions), and the bonus request rate had declined to a level
that was lower than the rate for sanctions. The drop in bonus reguests is attributable in part to the
fact that, during the early months of program operation, bonuses were issued 10 enrolled teens when
the program could not obtain school attendance records {in accordance with program rules). In
addition, during these early months, a relatively large fraction of the total caseload was in its first
months of eligiblity, and teens tend to earn enroliment bonuses fairly quickly upon entering the

program.
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FIGURE 2
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF BONUS AND SANCTION REQUESTS

FOR TEENS ELIGIBLE FOR LEAP DURING SELECTED MONTHS
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* Largely because of the program’s unusnal design, LEAP's sanctioning rate was
much higher than the rates measured in previcus evaluations of wellare-to-work
programs for adulis,
The proportion of LEAP teens for whom sanctions were requested was more than three times
the highest sanction rates MDRC has estimated for mandatory employment and training programs

for adult welfare recipients. This result is not surprising because LEAP generally demands & more
L T

profound behavioral change than these earlier programs, monitors compliance and applies sanctions

more regular] ; options for case managers in respondin ynpliance. It

also may be noted that Wisconsin's Learnfare program and a recent test program for teen parents
in three cities have recorded high sanction rates.

In addition, as shown in Figure 1, more than half of the LEAP teens who qualificd for sanctions
als camed bonuses, szh of teens were siated only for sanctions. Overall, more

than half of teens experienced a net gain becausse they earned mere bonuses thas sanctions; about

2 third experienced a net loss.

*  Oversll, in s survey, about half of eligible teens characterized LEAP as “fair” and
8 third callsd i "unfair.” Neot surprisingly, teeus who had been sanctioned had
much more negative views of the program than did other teens.

In responding to the survey, 49 percent of program group teens judged LEAP to be fair, and
another 17 percent thought LEAP was sometimes fair and sometimes unfair. Thirty-four percent
thought the program was unfair. In small group discussions, some tcens seemed to feel that the
LEAP rules are fair, but also that there are problems in the application of these rules. For example,
teens said they knew of instances in which the grants of clearly noncompliant teens had not been
reduced, and they voiced frustration that bonuses and transportation checks camed by pood students
were often delaysd. However, it was not always clear whether the teens who expressed these
grievances fully understood the program rules.

Among teens who had been sanctioned by LEAP, the proportion who thought LEAP was unfair
exceeded the proportion who thought it was {air. In the group discussions, some leens expressed
resentment that they had no chodee in whether of sot to enroll in LEAP,

*  Many teens report that child care arrangements are critically important to their

decisions about school attendance, However, most LEAP teens did not use child
care assistance offered by the program.

When out-of-school teens in both the program and control groups were asked for the main
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reason why they were not enrolled, lack of suitable child care was cited most frequently. However,
when surveyed, fewer than one-fifth of m-school teens in the program and control groups reported

using LEAP-funded child care; most relied on their own mothers or other relatives to provide care,

{LEAP-funded child care is also available to teens in the control group who attend school.} This low
utilization rate is attributable to a number of factors, including teens’ preferences for informal care
provided by relatives and Chio rules that restrict reimbursement to certified or licensed providers.
It s not clear how these child care utilization patterns are affecting teens’ school attendance,

although many enrolled teens reported missing school because of child care problems.

Findings on Program hmpacts

To determine the effects of LEAP on school behavior, the experience of teens who were
randomly assigned to the program group was compared to that of teens who were randomly assigned
to the control group. The differences between the two groups ~— in terms of enrollment, attendance,
and completion — are the impacts of the program. The key results include: |

*  LEAY had two important and statistically significant effects on teens’ enroilment

in high schools and adull education programs: It incrensed schoel refention
among in-school teens and induced many dropouts to return to 8 schoel or

prograg.

* Most teens who were recent dropoots and resumed their schooling because of
LEAP returned to high school. Longer-term dropouis who returned almost
always entered ndult education programs,

As indicated in Figure 3, 61.3 percent of LEAP teens who were enrolled in a school or adult
education program when they became eligible for LEAF reported that they remained continuously
enrolled -~ i.¢., enrolled for at least 10 of the next 12 months {sllowing that teens may not have been
enrolled doring summer months) or graduated within the 12-month period. Of their counterparts in
the control group, 51.1 percent were continuously enrolled. This 16.3 percentage point difference
{after rounding) i statistically saigniﬁcant. As shown in the figure, most of this impact an retention
was concentrated on high school enrollment.

Among teens who were nat enrolled when they became eligible lor LEAP, a significantly larger
fraction of the program group returned to school or entered an adult education program within the
first year: 46.8 percent of LEAP teens who were cimpbuts returned, compared to 33.4 pereent of

controls. Morcover, many of these dropouts resumed their education very quickly — quickly enough
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FIGURE 3
LEAF's FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON HIGH SCHOOL AND ADULT EDUCATION RETENTION AND RETURN
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10 have been enrolled for at least 10 of their first 12 months in LEAP - as evidenced by the
statistically signilicant 9.0 percentage point increase in the proportion of dropouts who were enrolied
for at least 10 months.

" As shown in Figure 4, both the magnitude and the make-up of LEAP'’s impacts on dropouts
depended on how long the teens had been out of school at the time they became eligible for LEAP.
Among recent dropouts {(Le., those out of sl:hcmi less than a year), 53.5 percent of LEAP teens
returned to school or entered an adull education program within the first year, compared to 42.8
percent of controls; and most of the teens who resumed their education returned o high school. In
contrast, 42.5 percent of longer-term dropouts in the program group (i.e., those out of school one
or more years) resumed their schooling, compared to 27;6 percent of longerterm dropouts in the
control group. In this case, however, teens took loager to respond (¢ LEAP, and the vast majority
of those who returned because of LEAP enrolled in adult education programs, not high schools,

Table 1 presents some of the material above in tabular form, and alse shows LEAP's impact
on the number of months teens were enrolled in school or an aduit education program — a measure
that captures both LEAP'S retention and return effects. For teens who were already enrolled when
they became eligible for LEAP, the program increased their average months enrolled from 7.3 10 8.3
during the first year, a 13 percent improvement that was statistically significant. For dropouts, the
increase in months enrolled, from 1.9 to 3.2 months, constituied a'68 percent improvement and was
also statistically significant.

* LEAP's impact on enrollment was significant for most subgroups of ¢ligible

teens. However, LEAP appears to have been less effective for vlder teens and
those who had two or more children when they were identified as eligible for the

pregram.

’ LEAP was most likely 10 alfect teens who were under age 18 when they bcmiz;z: eligible for the
program {age-specific resulls are not shown in tables). Teens who were 12 to 18 years old when they
staried LEAP were enrolied, on average, for 1.8 more months than controls during their first year,
Since most of these teens were already in school when they became eligible for LEAP, this diffcrence
almost entirely reflects increased retention of teens in junior high or high school. For 16- and 17.
year-okds, the impact was similar - 1.5 more months of enroliment — but is attributable both 10 high
schoo!l retention and to increased enrollment among dropouts in schools and adult cducation
programs. In contrast, LEAP leens who were 18 or 19, who were quite likely to be dropouts at the

poini they entered LEAP, were enrolled for only half a month more than controls, and this effcet

i
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FIGURE 4
LEAP's FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON SCHOOL RETURN FOR DROPOUTS

Teans Who Were Recent Dropouis
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TABLE |

LEAP's FIRST~ YEAR IMPACTS ON SCHOOL AND
ADULT EDUCATION ENROLLMENRT

Subgroup and Outcome Program Group Control Group Diffcrence

Teens who were initially
enrolled i s school or program

Enrclied {or completed) 10 or
more months in (%)

High school or adult education 613 53 K T
High school 562 469 93 e
Adult education 54 35 1.8

Average months enrolled in or

already completed

High school or adult education 83 73 1.9 **
High school 7.3 6.6 a7 ¢
Adult education 09 G.7 03

Teens who wore iaitially not
enrailed in a school or program

fver enrolled in {%)
High school or adult education 468 KX 13.4 ***
High school 20.4 16.2 4.3
Adult education 285 174 11.1 »**

Enrolled {or completed) 10 or
more manths i (%)

High school or adult education 1715 84 G ves
High schonl 0.1 4.9 52+
Adult education 13 33 kS S
Average months enrolled in or
already completed

High school or adult education 32 19 1.3 #ee
High school 15 1.0 03°
Adult education 1.7 ¢9 Q.8 *v*

NOTES:  This table is bused on the survey responses of 1,188 teens in the program and contro! groups.

*Completion” refers to high school graduation or GED receipl. A teen wha achieved either
gutcome i counted sx “enrolied” or "already compleied” for the month of graduation {or GED receipt) and
alt subsequent months, For example, if 2 teen wag enrolled in month 1, and then graduated s month 4, she i3
counted as earolled (or completed) for all 12 months,

The proportien ever enrolled in kigh school and the proportion ever enrolled in adult education
programs may sum to more than the proportion ever enrolied in high school or adult educaton becanse teens
may have enrolled in both lypes of education.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculated differcnees,
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percant: ** = § percent, * = 10 percent.
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was limited to additional months of enrollment in adult education programs. There was no effect on
high school enrollment for these older teens. In addition, LEAP was much more effective for teens
who were pregnant with their first child, or had only one child, when they became eligible for the
program, than for teens with two or more children.

¢ LEAP had a consisteat overall impact on enrollment across counties. However,

the composition of this impact — Le, the proportion of the effect that is
attributable to high school versus adult education program earollment — varied
substantially, partly owing to school district policies.

Differences in LEAP’s overall impact on enroliment across counties, which were relatively small,
reflect differences in county operations — such as grant adjustment performance — as well as in the
characteristics of the teens they served. For example, analysis shows that county impacts are
correlated with the proportion of teens who experienced grant adjustments in each county.

Overall county impacts‘ reflect effects on both high school and adult education program
enroliment. In individual counties, this effect was often concentrated in one type of enroliment or
the other. To some extent, these differences appear to reflect schoo! policies in the largest school
districts in the counties. For example, in Cuyahoga County, most of the impact was in high school
enroliment; this probably reflects the Cleveland Public Schools’ policy of not allowing teenagers to
enroll in adult education programs until they reach age 18. In contrast, LEAP did not induce
dropouts to return to high school in Lucas County, but it had a relatively large impact on adult
education program enroliment, partly because the Toledo Public Schools more readily allow younger
teens to withdraw from high school to enroll in adult education programs.

* The impact estimates probably understate the effects that would be found in an

ongoing LEAP program because the groups of teens for whom LEAP had slight
impacts were larger during the period covered by this study than they will be
later in the program’s operation.

When LEAP began, several thousand teens statewide already met the program’s eligibility
requircments. Many of these teens had more than one child or had been out of school more than
a year when they were brought into LEAP. As noted earlier, LEAP had smaller impacts on teens
with two or more children, and its effects on longer-term dropouts were delayed and almost entirely
reflected enroliment in adult education programs. As LEAP continues to operate, teens should be
brought into the program closer to the time they become eligible and, consequently, teens with these
characteristics should become a smaller proportion of the LEAP caseload. Thus, the effectivencss
of an ongoing LEAP program, especially in promoting high school enrollment, is likely to improve

over time.
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» In addition to promoting earcllment and retention, LEAP improeved the daily
attendance of teens earollied in high school. Among teens who enrolled in adult
education programs, LEAP tecns attended less than controls. However, there was
stili ap overall small positive lmpact on attendance in these programs.

Attendance, which LEAP’s incentives direcily promote, is a crucial link between the program’s
enroliment impacts and its potential effects on graduation and GED completion. Table 2 compares
the attendance of LEAP and control group teens during a typical four-week period during the 1990
91 and 1991-92 school years (the period depends on when a teen became cligible for LEAP). These
data provide a “snapshot” of enroliment and attendance at a point in time, just as Figure 2 provided
a point-in-time view of aggregate LEAP bonus and sanction requests. As a result, the prop:mim’x of
teens who are shown to be enrolled in school at this point is lower, for both LEAP ard control group
teens, than in Table 1 or Figures 3 and 4, which all cover o ful year. _

As illustrated in Table 2, LEAP's impact on school retention and dropout reenrollment together
translate into a moderately large difference in enroliment during this bricl period: 44.7 percent of
LEAP teens were enrolled in a school or adult education program compared to 34.0 percent of
controls.  This would produce a comparable difference in the number of days attended for the
program group if LEAP and control group teens who enrolled attended at cxacziﬁ« the same rate. In
fact, program group enrollees’ attendance was slightly better than that of control group enrolless
(13.3 days versus 13.0 days}. Thus, as shown in the shaded columns, LEAP teens’ overall attendance,
5.9 days per teen, was 34 percent {or 1.5 days) better than controls’ during the four-week period, a
statistically significant difference.

The next rows of the table show that the overall impﬁct on days attended resuited primarily
from LEAP's positive effect on high schoo! atiendance, While LEAP impacts on high schoo! and
adult education program enrollment were comparable, the attendance story for enrolled teens was
not. Program group teens who were enrolled in high school attended 15.2 days {ouwt of 20 during the
four wesks) comparad 1o 13,9 for control group enrolless. However, among teens who were enrolled
in adult education programs, LEAP teens attended 1.6 fewer days in the period than thelr control
group counterparts. This suggests thal some of the teens who were induced by LEAP o enroll in
adult ﬁdu;:aﬁ(}n chose programs that met relatively infrequently or did not attend as regularly as other
teens. However, there were many more program than control group teens enrolled in adult education
programs. The fotal number of days attended was larger for the program group.

* Data on the performance af in-school teens indicate that LEAP’s impacts on high
school enraliment have already transiated into more gradustions, although it is
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TABLE 2

THE E¥FECT OF LEAP ON ATTENDANCE IN SCHOOL AND ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAMS
DURING A TYPICAL FOUR-WEEK PERIOD

Frogram Croup Control Group
______ Average Trays = Average Days
Average Days Attended — Average Days ! Altendod Difterence in
Porcent Attended Per Program Poroont Attended Per Control Average Days
Enrolled | x Per Enrolive = Group Member Prrolled | x Per Enrolies = {Group Member Atlended
During the During the During the During the During the © Puriog the Bharing the
Outcome Pertod Period Period Period  }  Perwat Period Period
High school or adult edocation
program 44.7 133 34.0 i i 1.5 e~
S
High school 30.4 i5.2 245 129 % 1.2
) £
N Adult educalion program 14,3 9.0 9.3 106 b 03
|

NOTES: This table compares the attendance of LEAP and contrdl group teens during 2 representative four-week period {at least
six months afier 2 teen bacame eBgible for LEAF). It shows the percentage of LEAP and vontrol group teens who were
enrolied in high schoot or an adult education program, and the number of days they altended, during the periods mulliplying
these 1wo Ggures gives the average days asteaded by ali LEAP teens (enrolled sad notenrolied ). The last column shows the difference
in average days atlended by the two griups,

This table is hased on the survey responses of 1,987 teens in the program zod control groups.

Figures for average days atiended per enroliee are in italics because they include anly 1eens who were enrolled in
sehool (tather thaa sl program and conimol group members),

The asterisks int the last colimnn indicate that attendance differences were statistically significant {significance levels are
fnbieated a5 *** =1 pergent ** = 5 percent and ¥ = 1) percent]).



too early to tell how large ihis increase may eventually be. LEAP has also led to
an tncrease in the proportion of teens who have passed the GED test,

School records data collected from Ohio’s four iarge:si school districts suggest thai, on average,
program group enrollees attended schood more regularly than control group enrollees and that this
difference grew over time. Moreover, 26 percent of an early cohort of LEAP teens who attended
school graduated within two yeers compared 10 19 perceni of control group enrolices. These are
early resulis, but the differences are statistically significant.  LEAP has also led 1o 3 small but
statistically significant increase in the fraction of teens taking and passing the GED test, If these
early differences continue in the future, LEAP will result in a substantial increase in school and GED

completion.
i

* Muny fecens have negative views of their hiph school experiences. These
perceptions appear (o have affected their decivions about enrcliment and whether
to nttend hiph school or adull education programs.

LEAP 15 not the only factor that affects teens’ decisions about school enroliment. For example,
focus group discussions suggest that aspirations [or the future, family and peer pressure, and levels
of matunity all affected teens’ behavior. In addition, for rn&;iny teens, the docisions about whether to
return to school, and whether to attend high school or an adult education program, appear (o have
been affected by their negative experiences in high schoo! bcfore, during, and after their pregnancies.

A large fraction of toens saw (heir high scheols as unruly and dangerous, and said they were made

to feel uncomfortable because they were parents. These perceptions were less likely to apply to adult

cducation programs.

Palicy Issnes

.

These {indings represent a positive interim report card for LEAP. They suggest that the LEAP
model is feasible t0 operate, that its incentives have reached most eligible teens, and that the program
has made noteworthy progress toward its immediate goal of encouraging teens to stay in or return
to school or adult education programs. Given the importance of this group of young mothers, the
recent interest in using financial incentives to alter the behavior of welfare recipients, and the fact
that other states are considering programs of this type, these findings are timely. Because of this, it
is importan! to reiterate that these LEAP results were measured for 2 policy package that includes

bonuses as well a5 sanctions, and case management, child care, and transportation assistance in

addition to Dnancial incentives. [t is not clear that seomingly similar approaches that omit or alter
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some of these components would achieve the samé resulls. Moreover, although the results to date
point to the potential promise of this particular model, several cautionary notes are in order.
Early Results. Mast important, the story of LEAP's effects on school graduation and GED
compiction is not yot complete, Although the preliminary evidence is encouraging, a more complete
assessment will have to await the evaluation’s finsl report. In addition, the likelihood that any gains
in schoo! completion will translate into labor market impacts andfor reductions in welfare receipt is

unknown at this point. 1t is slso important to note that, as 8 wellare-operated program, LEAP has
a limited ability to affect teens’ experiences in school, and these experiences undoubtedly influcnce

whether they will stay and whether there are long-run effects on cmployment. Thus, for example, if
high schoolds are perccived to be inhospitable and dangerous = as they are to many LEAP-¢ligible
teens in Ghio’s argest cities ~ the enroliment results may yield fewer long-term payofls.

Adult Education Programs. A substantial part of LEAP’ effect on enrollment, particularly
among older dropouts, s attributable to incressed use of adult basic education (ABEYGED
preparation programs. This raises two important issues. First, although LEAP' incentive system
implicitly considers a GED to be eguivalent to a high school diploma, there s considerable
controversy about the value of a GED in the Iabor market. Second, there s strong evidence thae at
least some LEAP teens have chosen ABE/GED propgrams that meet infrequently, and are not
attending regularly. Several policy changes could poteantially address this issue, For ex&mple.%
could reguire a minimum number of hours of ABE/GED satiendance i order to earn a bonus (as

some counties have already done), or design its incentives to encourage high school-age teens to

choose high school over ABE/GED programs. {Of course, schoo! districts’ application of the adult
education age requirements also affect the choices facing teens.) Steps such as these might increase
high school enroliment and improve attendance in ABE/GED programs. However, they also might
decrease the proportion of dropouts who are willing 1o enroll in the first place, thereby increasing
igzc sanction rate and decreasing the program’s impacts on these teens, This might be especially true
in arcas where there arc few alternative high school diplorﬁa programs available. ‘
Subgronp Impacis. In designing interventions for this population, policymakers will have 1o
make difficult resource aliocation decisions.  Fundamentally, they will hsve to decide whaether to
targel a broad group of teens and spend relatively little on each teen, or target & narrower group and
spend more per teen. LEAP represents a broad-coverage approach and has » low cost per teen: the

program’s direct cost is less than $300 per eligible teen per year, based on preliminary data (however,

this reflects low wtilization of program-funded child care due primarily to Chio day care regulations,

-35.
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and excludes indirect costs resulting largely from increased schooling costs).

Although the program’s impact on school enroliment has been positive overall, it has not
affected all groups of teens cqually. Almost half the teens in the program group would have stayed
in or returaed to school with or without LEAP (as illustrated by the behavior of the control group).
It is the other half whose behavior the program secks o change, Within this latter group, there
appear (¢ be at least three eategories of teens: {1) teens who are in school but are in danger of
dropping out, (2) teens who are out of school but dropped out relatively recently, and (3) teens who
have been out of school for an extended period.

LEAP has been relatively successful in promoting retention among teens in the first group and
inducing some teens in the second group to return (o high school. However, the program appears
to have been less successful with the third group of tecns, who tend to be older and arc more likely
1 have more than one child. Teens in this group took longer to respond and, when they did, they
rarely attended regular high schools. This refative Jack of success was accompanied by a substantial
amouni of sanctioning. It may be that additional services or different requirements are necessary for
this group. The LEAP mudel provides no such services directly, but services could easily be offered
in copjunction with LEAP. A separate study within the LEAFP evaluation currently under way in
Cleveland is assessing the incremental effects of special services for in-school teens and dropouts
offered in addition to LEAP's incentives.¢Results will be available later this vea

Ohio’s Cirenmstunces. Although Ohio counties have been able to implement LEAP, this has

been a challenging process, which was assisted by several special circumstances that might not apply

in oiber states. For example, by the end of the swdy period, Ohio had a highly sophisticated

statewide wellare computer system.  Advanced computer capability seems to be vital 1o operating a

program of this type, especially in large urban arcas with many cligible teens. Attempts to identify
eligible clients, track their attendance, and adjust their gﬁms without auiomated support are bound
ta be quite difficult, and the ability of a program to deliver what it promises may be vital to
maintaining teens’ respect and cooperation.  Similarly, Ohle's GRADS program ~ which offers
special classes and services to in-school teen parents ~ has assisted LEAP’s implementation by
providing an in-school infrastructure for establishing and maintaining contact with school stalf and
LEAP students, Just as negative school experiences may hinder LEAP's effectiveness, so positive
school-based programs may boister the strength of LEAPs incentives.

Program Design Issues. Several important implementation issues should be considered before
starting an initiative of this type. Anccdotal evidence suggests that it would be difficult to successfully
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implement a financial incentive program for tcens without providing case management, Especially
in dealing with this vulnerable population, staff play a vital role by making sure 1eens understand the
program, receive needed support services, and are treated fairly. Initially, financial incentives —
specifically, the threat of sanctions ~ may induce teens 1o pay attention to staff. Ultimately, however,
it may be the way staff present the incentives to teens and the relationships that develop between

them that determine how teens will perceive the program.  Other issues include:

« Policies towand repeat pregnancy. Rates of repeat pregnancy are quite high
among LEAP and control group teens {(a finding common to siudies of other
programs as well), and LEAP appears to have smaller effects on teens who have
subsequent pregnancies. N is important to earefully consider exemption policies
for this group. Originally, LEAP did not automatically exempt pregnant teens
(although teens with problem pregnancies could receive medical exemptions),
However, alter the first year, 2 pregnancy exemption was added.

* Paolicies for "on-bourd™ eligibles. In starting a program like LEAP, #t may be
necessary 1o consider special policies or different requirements for teons who are
eligible for the program when operations begin.  In some cases, these teens will
have had children and dropped ouwt of school several years earlier, and the
imposition of a now mandate requires them to make a profound change in
behavior. In an ongoing program, {cens learn about the consequences of their
school behavior carlier, often belore they drop out; for “on-board” 1eens, the rules
of the game change sbruptly several years after the key decisions have been made.
These teens are less likely to respond to the incentives, and more likely to incur
repeated sanctions,

* Post-program transition. LEAP eligibility ends when teens reach age 20 or garn
a diploma ot GED. Many of the teens still have young children at this point and
thus are exempt from mandatory participation in Ohio’s JOBS program {or adults.
This may hinder a smooth trassition into further education or training that may be
vital to achieving the program’s longer-term goals,

At this juncture, LEAP has achioved its primary short-term goals: It has exposed virtually all
eligible tcens to its fnancial incentive structure, and it has improved these teens’ enroliment and
attendance in schools and adult education programs. Its effect on some categories of teens has been
small, and iis general effectiveness might be improved with certain program changes. Nevertheless,
jts performance to this point has been impressive. Tt remains to be seen, however, whether LEAP's
ability to induce teen parents (o stay in and return to school will produce substantial changes in the

proportion of teens who finish school and ultimately leave welfare.
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The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation’s evaluation of Ohio’s Learning, Earning,
and Parenting (LEAP) Program is funded in part by a contract with the Ohio Department of
Human Services and in part by the Ford Foundation, the George Gund Foundation, the
Cleveland Foundation, BP America, the Tren-Mart Fund, the Procter & Gamble Fund, and the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. This Is the second report in the evaluation.

Publication and dissemination of MDRC reports is supported by our Public Policy Outreach
funders: the Ford Foundation, the Ambrose Monell Foundation, the Alcoa Foundation, and
Exxon Corporation.

The findings and conclusions in this report do not necessarily represent the official positions or
policies of the funders.
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Today, more than 20 states require teen parents on weifare to attend school — an approach heavily
influenced by Ohio’s LEAP program, which has been operating statewide since 1989, Enclosed is the
latest report from MDRC’s multi-year evaluation of LEAP, The study is being conducted for the Ohio
Department of Human Services, with additional support from private funders and the federal government,

LEAP is baged on financial incentives — teens who attend school regularly receive a $62 monthly bonas
in their welfare checks; those who don't are penalized 862 — but it also offers case management services,
child care, and trassportation.  Analyzing three years of follow-up data for teens in seven Ohio counties,
the new study concludes that LEATP has had very different effects for two groups of wen swthers:

1, For teens who were in school when they were found eligible for LEAP, LEAY increased school
sompletion (primarily in the form of GED — high school equivalency — receipt) by almost 20 porcent
{compared to a control group) and increased employment by over 40 percent. The study suggests that
improvements in the school systems themselves might further increase LEAP's effectiveness.

2. For teens who had already dropped ouwi of school when they were found eligible for LEAP, the
program showed no such improvements, and many of these teens were repeatedly penalized, with a loss
of income for their children and themselves. These resulis reaffirm a finding commaon to many studies:
While it s critical to improve the prospects of disadvantaged young people once they have dropped out
of school, it is also very difficult.

Interestingly, Cleveland — which has a large share of Ohio’s welfare population — showed the greatest
increase in high school graduation rates of all the locales studied. The report points to Cleveland's
greater availability of special services designed to keep teens it school, a restrictive policy on allowing
teens to leave high school to enter a GED program, and a wide range ot aliernative high schooly, Next
year's final report on LEAP will present fuller, longer-tesm results and a benefit-cost analysis.

We hope vou find the report of interest, and welcome your comments and reactions.

“ﬁc&z‘eéy\y{}ws,

M. Gueron

President
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