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Deat Mr, President; 

I WM'led 10 tha.r.k you fcr y¢~r asr.sta.nct 11'\ movln,8 Ohio', welIu.re rd'orni we,.iva' 
3pp1icaLion fOr'Wacd. Mer months of~eiay And bW"talJcrmic p~g, r Nve"bec;t, 
pleaJcd wi1h Ollt l"C'JCel'\t dealings with 'the Department ofHea1th and HumAn Scrvioes:_ 1 
am c.r--..aln t..l1is M'W Iflvtl of ruponsivene.ss from HHS is ll:!'ril;u,u.a.ble to your intl:Ne."llion. 
and I ... that 1 am ""dill. 

Our most recent intera.cdons 'With HHS indicate Liar SOnle orour 'll.'alvt::r ,pplic.ation will . 
be: approved, Tl'Us is good news for r.~ people ofOhio, AJ 1me..."Iticned to you . 
previO'.Js1y. our 'IoWllfarc pa.ckago- was passed by the Owo General Assembly 'With 
o~etming bi?BJ1i$a!1 SlJPPott. Irlltre:tt :rOUpS ranging from Uie ChiJdrtn', nerCl"\.$e 
Fr,:td 10 the County CO~OMl'i A.s:soc1a:!Otl eMorStli OUf bill. Ohio', (levi ~ 
law, with in carefully balanced bh::r.n ofioeentivet and 5.\nd.kir.$ designed to promote self 
sufficieJiCY through emptoyme..'1t. liIooiilltt1d welfare as we know it in Ohio. 

However. Jam duply c;ol1c¢fMd bcx:elJSt": we have be:en told S4Vet'il·iltlportAm elements of 
our waivu p.aekag,e....uJ not be approvtd. Re.a.soru; for the anticipated denial n.;n.ge. from 
policy objection, to alack ofJega) It:rbOrity to grant ~r N::qlJ=st 

The tint prQ\islon in q,tlestioa. obje-;tec! to by :he: DepiJ"I.mU'It of Agriculture on policy 
zrouMds. re:&tc$' to (ood namp be/lefitt;. ThrQugh our propo!oll. eu:h wdEue reclpiw 
must sign .. selfw$Uffkiency oo!'.uact. detailing specific Itltp, he or she will take to be--....ome 
indepmdent. The state hu inete.a.sed itS ilwe.s:ment in ptogr,uns to help recipientJ devdQP 
skin, needed rOf employment. Howtvtt, with the.&t oj)po!'tl.lnitir:s come obligations. Our 
pl'QPosal incJuGes tough sanctions to en;:c~e comp~&n;:t; \lJ'ith the tenns ofthe d­
sufficiency CQruraC"..s. ADG bt!lefit$ will be de-rued for iflere.u.ins amounts of time, 10 
rc::ipim$ who fau to meet thtir rcspon!.'lbilioes. 

Wt 11n.d asked thl11 a d~cru.:se in·ADC beneSu j'1:>t le6d to an automatic incrcwc in food 
Stamp b~ncfits. IffoDd swnp le'lo'e)s are il'Iae:asei to comper.sa.te for the sal'lctions;wa 
&e:J\d. tbt 'Wrong rt\f!$t.age to Wletioned wclfare reeipiena 'While Grutins: 4. tremendous 
a,drni,."itt'"",ive burden (.of human serviccs cucwcrkers. 1 feel very strongly thAI' for 
sanetlOfl' to be ~ffear..e. this food stamp provWon mulOl ~,waived, 
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Similarly. I atn also concern¢({ that the Hwth Ci/C FiM..ocing Adminisuation has 
expressed 8n unwiUi"~us to approve cur waivet I"O(jllc.st re:gardinS Mediea.id eIigibi!iry 
for those guilty ofwelfare mud. We have c.skee that ~yonewno is CI~t defraudin,s: 
the SysteOl be kicked offtbe $)'s:cm. wrj!e prc.serving Medicaid cUgibility for children. We 
he:v¢ bet:n toic that HCEA '\111\11 r~QlJice \is: lo mainui.., M!cl~r;.aid e1i,sibilit)' fer thtSC 
rccipians. Tbit is w-kr to the hardworkSng citizeru 'Whose tu. dollan art wed to wpport 
the wdftre syru:m. 

We hl-ve abo been told that HHS will not 'j)pro¥e OJJr time limit rcqutst without a 
condition that C$&C.'ltiatJy rc:ndtn t\me limits me.tningJeu. 0Uf ti.ne limit provision iJ tlte 
product ofintt:n.Se negqti.a.tlons 'l:llith membc.rs .oCtile Ohio Oeneru Assembly tnd 
inteteJ.ted advocacy group3> inchuiing the Chi;dren·.1 Dt:fCnsc F1J::Ii Ii was u~6.;jlly 
dcsip1eC to apply 10. those leQpietlls ~'ho an: actively pa.rtlcip~ 1.1 wo JOBS program. 
Afta'" three years ofre:chin.e education.,. Utili trainir.g, or work c:xpe.rlet\tt, .. welf.uc 
recipielH is ~peeted to' ml)ve ftom the progra.m In!o i.nde:p¢tld(!#'l! tmpl()yment. We-include 
in our proposal a. hardship exemption for execplion.al eases ofneed. 

UndtT the ,ondition. oftPPlYvaI fwd out by HHS. art)' recipient who at lht. et'Id of'threo 
y...,., hu an incom. I"" than Ollio', ADC gr..,t plu, • S90 inco"", diSregard would 
remain eligible tor we.1bte benefits. This fundamentally u.,duttjllC$ the-UWJ"Option behind 
time Wniu. The burden of responsibility j~ shifted back Svm tne ind.~du.J to the State, 

Th.is doe:; ~ot end wdfa.re ItS we know it. It reir':Oftd the S"'.a.1\Is :t~o, 

The food st.amp pro"";$ioa. the Medicaid provislon, ar.d lne ti.'tu: limit pn:;vision c:aclt eov.ld 
he ~pr¢v~ by your Adrnl.'listrariol\. 1strongly urge you. to consider oUr r.quests 
ca:efuliy, These proVillions are imPOftl.nt paru orour overall Wa.lvc:r p..dag:e, because 
they reinforee th~ nU:!l~e tnaqb.ere ate c:or..s.:q'Jegc:es for failing to live up to obligations. 

I am also thJSt1lted to lam thn anolber itnporta."'It WaNrr we n:que$ied appan:.ndy {$ 

~ the $COpe ofthe federil government to upproVl!. Th!$ ft'ir..wt(;e$ my I.Ia'j 5uongly 
held be.lief tbat wcl1~(e reform Shaul:! b:: tbe respoNibility of the saLes, Ifh:derai staMe 
prevenlS your .A.dtninistmion from appn::r"ing common se:nse, popularly supPOrted 
rd'orms. then the federal government sholJl~ be uk('tl out of tbe ~uiU.iOD. Prognm. 
4t'sign!.tld ir::<.p!ern:ntation sti:OWd be a stare responSibility. Brod;: hts.:nts would give stateS 

tn~ ability to nuke neo:1fld rdonn•• 

For eJ<.a."nple, we h.olve b«:n told by HIlS ttw O:JC teq;JC$t:o us.e the Su'::lsidi.u.d 
Employment Progre.m \0 put wel!aJ:c recipients to work in. busirl-:s3C:s "'1th eUS!i.ng 
~c;Ujeies C/,U'J>ot be approved, Apparently the federal goverrmetH orJy p(:nnit~ LlSo: or 
SEP placements to fill new posilions. 
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Our stale has. .njoyed an ..memplc},lfIcm rare hov~nng ,\.found a.rid b~iow 5% for the In..st 
)'ut. We have a large pool of jobs unlilled due '0 I. ':u:kofappUcattts, At least four maJor 
Ohio tmp(o)"ef' htve: indica.tod to th~ Ohio Depmment ofH..unan Services that they 
WOtl?d cOn!13.e~ 'lk'ith IJ;e State to put welfare rcci111!~';S to work ifSEP cou1d be u$red to tru ' 
existing vaC81l~C$. No ~ofkeri 'WOuld bt. di$p14c.ed. We es.".imal:c th.d at; additiorW l,400 
recipients CQutd be: ~mplo)'ed each month ifSEP could be u$ed v.itbout n::stricliotU. Du..i.J 
of this w&ver request aMoUnts to a deNa.! ofjobs to Ohio's ......lfl1c recipienu. 

w'hi1e i tm ple.as.ed that some of out waiver requUl likely will be a~?fO'it'td soon. I 
continue 10 question tile: wisdom of' system that !Ioub,io:ts I p.~a.ge overwtlellt'1.in.gly 
supported by the people ofOhio and thcit c:lcc:\ed fcpfese:tUativcs to [he ~ off¢denJ 
burc.&:JcraLS, The pTOCas waste$ time. 1am grate..f\t! th.u .cctsidmbOn. o( OuI .pplicalioll 
hal. bun ucceiemoo oller the lASt few weeks,. but my f1.mdaJnl':.D~ objmion to the proces.s 
re.'Tlailu.. A welfare block &rant wciuld give stlltcslhe ability to design thciI own welwc _ 
prog:rams without fedetal delays: and s.e<:ond g'.Jt;Ssing, 

Mort &pcci£cally. J am eoncemed L~3l paru of Out pa.::b..ge -will be oe.-ued either because 
your Adminisb'ation docs not approve Qtthe po~t)' bc!'i,ind OhiQ') proposals Of bec..!USl: 
the federalgovemment £aces st:a..tu{QC)' barrier. to appro:vtl. RegAl'dless ofthe re:a..son for 
denitt!. the result for my S'tue is thlt ~'t will be preverued 6'onJ i,mplcmentiag our packAge 
as it was crafted, I rno.n.g1y u.rge )'ou to encourage you; AdaUrdscration to tec.onsidc:- its 
prel.irWwy decisioru on the provisioN I have raiS¢d. ' 

Apn. I am ve.." gu,ttful fOf )'OUT petsontl mention ud fot any 15si$Wl:~ y¢1J CUI 

provide, Please rel m: know ifl CUt provide )'ou with any futther infonr..ation, 

Sincerely. 

http:ple.as.ed
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The President 

The White House 

Washington, DC 20500 


Dear Mr. President: 

During your State "fthe Union address. Rep\ibIJcans and Democrats alike were plnsed to 
hoar you express SUPPO!1 for the passage ofmeaningful welfare reform legislation. I finnly 
believe that a fundamental overhaulofthe current welfare refOrm sysrem is tong overdue. 
and I encourage you \0 fuUilJ tne promise you made to the Amencan people four years 
ago to end welwe as We know it by signing into Jaw welfare block grant legislation, 

Over the 13st several months I have beCom¢ increasingly (restrated'that reform rhetoric 
cornins out ofyour Administration has nOl hen. tnat~ed by concrete wions, r .....;ce you 
have vetoed legislation that would give SUle, the flexibility to break the cyele of . 

. dependency through programs"that foster self-sufficiency and employment. The federal 

waiver process you have touted as an alternative to- legislation has been excrucia.ringly 

slow. Last week Ohio received preliritinary indications from the Department ofHealth 

and Human Services dun the \I.-aivccs needed to implement some ofthe most important 

provisions ofOhio's new wdtare reform I3w may not be granted, 


. Ohio's experiences with our waiver application provide: me with yet another reason to 
believt! tbat 1he: exining welfare SYStem is broken beyo.nd repaiL Despite your assurance 
states' waiver applications would be approved within 30 days, we now have been waiting 
()ve~:100 days for cle~ance to implement our package, Even t3.king the government sout 
dov.1'l into account. we have been held ba~k toO long. My statrlells me we sull are 
bctWt:en six and eight weeks away from a tinal decision. Many Orlni: elements or out' 
package have been Included itt waivers granted to other sta(es, so It is not as though wc 
are asking for approval ofanything thal shoutd be partieularly complicated or tL.''Tlc 
consuming. Even ifmuch ofOlJr waiver is eventually approved. we will have wasted over 
five months tining OUt t'tdcral forms Tather than helping: welfare recipients find jobs 
through cur ne;"'" program. 

As a formu Governor, I am sure you can sympathize \).'ith my inability to understand why 
a group offedcral burelucrats is permitted through th~ waiver pro~s.s [0 csse:<tially 
rell.';tt po")on$ of 3. we!fare reform p.echge p,l.'>sed 'With the o"erwheim.ing bipanisan . 
SIJpport of Ohio's decled rep;esentarives, Our bill pa53cd the Ohio Sen.:ne wilh 3. 32-0 
'Vote and wa~ entN!i.ed by the Hous.e ofRepr~$enra{ives by a 89 to 7 m<lrgin, Rtpublicans 
a!'Id: Pcmocnns. libc(ilh b.nd <.:or.')'''\'J::.riY~~ overwhelmingly supported the package. 

http:entN!i.ed
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Additionally, we received the .ndorsement ofgroups ranging from the Ohio Children', 
Deren$<; Fund to the County Commissioners' Assoeiation and the Ohio Human S"";ce, 
Dircetors' Association, Clearly, our package is the product of extensive f;onslJltation 'o1Iith 
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 ofWasrungton but,aucrats DOW sits in judgment 
over a welfare package that Ohro~s elected representatives and advocacy organizations 
spent months developing in a spirit ofcooperation and consensus. It ii extraordinarily 
arrogant for these bureaucrats to assllme that they are in a better pOSition to know and 
protect the imere!!.1S of the p~ople ofOhio than those ofus who five and work here 
everyday. We ure better tble to develop a specifically rail1)r¢d solution to Ohio's welfare 
chalienges than any group offederal bureaucrats. Washington does not always know best. 

I.,et me be clear about out proposal. Ohio' s welfare package is Mt extremist. We are not 
out 10 pro....e w~ have the shorust time limits or [he most restrictive eligibility criteria in 
the nation. Instead. I believe we have the most balanced colT!bination of ince.ntives and 
sanctions y¢t set forth in a welfare bill on the st~te or the federalleveJ. ~magazine 
calfs our approach one of the "most intelligent in the nation_~ We create new opportunities 
for recipients to bccomc·sclf..sufficient while enabl1srung parameters.to ensure that welfare 
c'an no longer be a lifestyle choice. In our b::J" opporturUties wme with obliga.rions, 

Some ofthe provisions identified as pote:uiat problems by HHS are prccis¢ly the sorts of 
. 	reforms YOll hav~ mentioned as PQ!icy priorities, For example, at the National Governors' 

Association meeting in July 1995, you e,:.pressed your SUPP0rI for "limiting welfare to a 
set number ofyears," Our proposal includes a very carefully de$i8n~d time-limit on 
benefits. inc:uding explicit e:x:emptiO;l$ for J.ll but those deemed eiigible to participate in 
the JOBS program. De$pi(~ protcctioM generous enough to satisJy Ohio's Childrt:n'$ 
Defense: Fund. We ar.: 5ttH being told that approval \.lw'iU be problematic. 

Similarly. you have repeatedly st~e:s$cd tha.t welfare reform should put recipients to work 
A main focus ofour reform strategy in....olves pannering with the private sector to move 
recipients into employment. Under fhe exfstir.g Subsic.iled Employment Program (SEP). 
recipients can be placed only in newly l:f¢Jled position3. OUT waiver requested the abiliry 
to allow employers to use: SEP for e~15ting "7;canc:e;; as long as no current employees an~ 
displ~ced. HHS daim.i it lacks the authority to g:ant thjs waiyer~ bu~ ironically. Ohio 
received approval of an identical request less th<..n one y~r ago. IfyolJf ~clminisuarion 
continues: to oppose thlS ponion of our waiv~r. as many 3S 1400 wdrare recipienrs per 
month tooking f.or emp10yment will be ~enit;d jobs, 

http:parameters.to
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The obvious reluctance of the Departtnent of Health and Human Services to support real 
refonn has made it paln..iillly dear to me that the waiver process cannot be used to end 
welfare as we know it. I encourage you to intervene pcrsonaUy with HHS to allow Ohio's 
experiment to move forward immediately as endorsed by the people ofour slate, Every 
week that goes by v,:\thOUl approval is an opportunity ml&Sed to help families become 
independenl. 

Passage of meaningful welfare reform legislation would eliminate the need for unnecessary 
and time C()n5Uming waiver consjdera!~on. J urge you to work with Congress to ensure: . 
the enactment of welfare block grant legislation this year. 

I sincerely appreciate your personal consideratioN afmy c:orn;erns. Please let me know if I 
can provide you with furt,her information on Ohio's proposal. 

cc: The Honorable Donna. Sha!;)\;a 

TOTRL P.04 
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Ohio cleared 
forchange 
in welfare 
• ElqJeri.ment wlIl reW'ard redpients who find work, 
limit alSh benefits to 36 months in aaD-month perlod 

ADO 
• Voinovich is lllIhappy 
some sahctioru.left out 
Contmutd I't<tn1 Pago Dl 

C'Ouki 1'\10 a./.,rof ~ey dwi."lg hard 
econamlc btn!!:S, 1\.eial W4. 

In Washingl.i)l\. Rap. Sherroo 
BTOWIl. D·J,..oraln, a:.o &.pp1au.delJ 
!he d""",,,­

fnsidant CI!JW:m:', ''fledhle apo 
~ 10 ;u, ditIi<:Wi illrue Is iIr 
~ to the e:ldrerr,ut pa6itiOIlS 
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.. S6ld BIw"tI. 'WC\I'i& district 
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d S1.mun.i1: .o.nd httqe wt1l'!.tia 
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.OO.OM c:illd.rc, ~ AM wDe­

pend... ~ """ -".The monthb' ~tmr Ii iamll'J 
"r.\o,_;~ t'lJl' 11_ .._ \o;l......t;.....~ 

Iklt'n. -waiver coasideratioo pI'tlC!l!lllilii 

... ~ "' '" spend ... liM uve.n monU'"ti fiJlln& out ~ U 
tederal b1.i,,"lJCralB rather Ulan 
hcl;llng ~ reOplerus mlV. \0­
.... s.tr.•_", and """...... 
~." Vru.neYlcb o.rdd.. 

H""""".1>Wk Real, _ of 
the Chlldttic'" De!en.s6. Fund of
OhIo !UIiI • ..,. v_ '"lr in 

v.I:UlJoa Ill. "'I""''' .... ShoIA·.... _ """'" ilia _ bal. 

"""" It VAlllld =ti<1le __ . 
bI:nelits as an er:ilU:men.t.. '1't1l!i;h 
poet Mill. 'JJtoQa~ ~ 
tor b.t.sa:1 or. fj.;:\Onj liUca &$ Ln~ 
come. bLU 'Wtr~ wil,dt'!!w lbe ell~ 
tiUamtlQt Wei.'! "'~ ree1viMta 
dOll't Uva up to U1eir end or the 
~ U 11 pW't Q:cdI. graat ~ 
preach were e$b.':I;je.hed, Stat.t:5 

StI! AIX, ~ :;2 
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...el.fJ.re In the ftve \~!I':l\titlS iII 
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Then: .... 13ll.000 IJ£ 

"",pion", In Cu~ 
Col!nt)'t a.ca::~ to sta~ 
"",nil. 
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Plett (\ 7?eoJerTill!: PlAIN DFALER I. __~___ ::'>.1 IIf I q (;, Ohio 
Wash..... 
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ton approves Ohio welfare 
I i helping recipients iu'Cs\!: rn,,'t! 0( Obio haw lass: J\ut:lIst. ,,.dfa-re r~­ school I'!:t'lIJiva1et.e1 certilicat<: w unle and Any I;lf.:t!e-iswed ttfO 

th6cycle of wclfare det>eodcDtv." (;ipi,enf& Cl1a (;ollc()t we-lrure bene­ receiv~ btlooftls. attd .1'otipulate;'l reJ::;tuoaJ or1JccuP'tticllaJ lkcU!'iC: 
fib (or just t/lr<:1(l- )"ears· many that unm."lImcd loen lm"lt1;ers DR yankl!rl until they pltV up. 

CmAI'MBUS - The t~dera} Tbe plan. labeled '<laugh ln~" five-ycu petiod, effeaivelV rnrc­ wclfare must Uye with their PM­ Jlru:t,tw: :wd We €ovemol' de 
t,"Oftmmcot yes1emny ap{)I'1::I't'ed bV Voioovit~ combines ItrcC1l~ ing lfiem fa get jOb;';. 11te federal ent!l' until BY.~ l!l t::rkd 'be fCilernl governmenf'. 
1\ k!!:s-I'\'n>1rictive ft'r~on or Gov. ti'Je8 \"ith peoltltie3 in an effot'£ to ItI'lVtn1ITJCfll. however, WGltlf'Cd Me!\llwhila. 100 l:rw I.,i& nlji· fMlure to Ill'prove 30 .;Itat€: pre.. (;oorgc v, VuiWlvkh's vaunted 	 move thousantlf> or Ohio."ln:r. frUul that pro'I'i.."Iian down [}y permit­ Wlll5 Ull rJUblic awun~c \"'41( VOJ.'ii:Jl'" cut off MediCAid benefit

wdfare to 'MlJ'k. tt confailH so m()Jl:'; tWlJr~ ql P<lrt.ltorlo? jflb.~i vlan to refunu the stale'S: welfare 	 ting bocr~(it$ to CIUIUl'ltle flU' re" HJ iflili ... i\luals !fUlnV of \'I(:tfltl
• 	 SY3.tem. eV!)idlllf 11 biut':T'S.WC1:1 re­ pnrvi;ions. 20 of whit-.h f't"qUil~-d dll~lIl:; wbl1 "Ihrnui!h 1m filCh (If 'Aftile !.tilt rcmaioio/t e;lir.iMe fJw IT:ltHt 


SllIOfisc from ttle gl1V~l\(tf, \IIIuiveu (rom tllil (eder.1i J;ove;n­ Ibeir uwo" C4tUlui get jobs, welfare be!lllfit.'\ doiJ it pt"1JJ'l()lt.ls 

'I.'hcw wi,,, bave to deal firstrn~l~ a !l!'()<.;CM thm: tucll: seven 	 tWCllMe~t fl'milic$ by removing~dinl! to ROlldJd HbGdes., dep­lxspitc blisterinG: thou CUnln. 	 h.1fHt with w~I;~It'c reci.f)itl<ltmuulhs. 	 a nde lhal dlse~lfaced mllt1'illge,

atilJ1inist .. ntwl'l eM" rl~layjng UII~ 	 uty direcltlf' IJf tllo6 Ullin Uep3rt· att:n', sure the:re ,11'(.'; CIlOIUf,:Voin'h'fch an" other GOP 301;1'­ mcntqf rtllmAIt &>!"'IIiCt'~ 'Ill.. law ".UHhf'f.s ".hi1d-sflrlVOrtpruv31 lind etitnilllltiog cltloteot's 	 d'!"litable ioh~ find shn,;: in.hiu.,nxvl\ hl.ve beseeched Premuetll 	 cnlkClioo pr(icc..h ... t!~ oiud ll¢f>of the re:tm:1ll plau, Vninuvkh 	 !;.du'H)l cq'Jiv-odCQCY pfflI;!r.lOlS. Ciil)ton wtd ~Bb'l'e» to IlIlTl OYer 'fhe ncl.f I,'lw, w!lieb Rhudes milS t;~ mTt,5 to onk;l' the ~ fents {Iffle.cr1b1}lelio3 hei'atdcd it WI IJJlI'! of a:mt~ol- ef welfwu Im)t:lrmns tu Silid would be fully unpicU"o(HllCd leetlDgl! f.'h~ to fl:ty dl1111 !lVP' "'Must tlr fhe jooa th.:-tt Ocruplg 'he lllllicn'" $knngr.st. t!ttl sta!es _Ull fund them wiU. b)' Odoocr, ·requinm vrelfllN! par~ PtK't Imtil ihr.' t:lIbct \1JCM lB, In <ire c;etti"f, arc JQVJ· \V'.l!:t'. flu-her 
"Wil'b OIU- reflH'm8. the mate block grallis.. enb wil!~ Q higb scbooJ di­ ooUtlloo, 11arcniS wbo owe child ct~1 j .. o~." sllid J adt Froth, din;>

wilr beC(.M'1U1 :to true pltrtnet' m Under tbe ptan ClI'lllcted itl(~1 plfJtfl.:l t.a wo:rll .nward "heir row. :>uIlPor1 will h..1VC their ilrivel"" jj. tar nf tite Alhens COllnty DC{lar 

Bill·would fight atl~ Children injured ti) 

'".. .. by common-law fi 
~ !,lr'r~~,BOOWK 	 aCI:.OTtfing tu hum::m rights <II 

right*wing watchdog organa 
~ 

lV"tIoau;ua~"f-"• , lions.
CO·',UA-inUS·- ("cIPs!JltPN will 

be aaked to w:-m pub!k nITidab SlImdd Ihe bill eventually l: ~ with -'I law that allow!> them to ctltnc l.aw, i'l:'3 not Hkfl-!y 10 dr! 
figl:lIl1acN: l1rlainst al1acJo.s of"",,· .weft dectoCG ~ed by the Ct. 
per terror1sm" fl'l)nt i1 (Wlt.grow· .non·IAw c(lorr, !>aid mil F.UWllt 
uIgSflCia511I1Qvcmt:111. 1111': chief juslice of "our one r 

flteme ColIl'!" ill Cotumb,f.".
Ih~£t. \,VilJj .. m $.-::hud,. tl Cohlll1* 

.... , (1'<"l>hli,·",,_ t'iji.1 'I" '~"UI!" '"If :w,·.hi,·". -it '''ill 1'f\W~<f 

http:knngr.st
http:pt"1JJ'l()lt.ls
http:I'!:t'lIJiva1et.e1
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"':, ·c ..". ,'~ ~plan ~ ....;~' ~ 

ntel1l t.f HUm.lm Sltrrioos, ~.JJo 
add<!d tla.al requil'i~ tIHlt"e ol weI.. 
(aret~dpier~!Hwds:J\iOIJd~, " 

Proch ..ad Mary fLU GoInJri.:U,i:.: .. , 
h;etUC IIof file ISlniB O.'JUllly liu· . 
ma!t Servi.c.es Depamnc:ut. Qiies:;. ,. 
tior.ed ",hethel" .dle ,1lilte Pr.'¥::~>~ 
health c":(e a:lrCvl~ua!l were IldC- ­
quat", [or Ohiooafls Il'loving h;)m" 
wt1lIareinIDjola. :: ,~:.~.:: 

l'dllrk RtIOI. l'xcC1:ltiV(': dire\!tl:1f • ~ 
j ur too Chlfdreu's Dtfctloo. FUIl!l'--'""" 
I 	 OhiQ. s'"itll!te .~y einnents o1'ib';':; ~ 

rdnrm 1lt&!1 w(lce J!Jlt InlaC: hi;' 
lhp. fedenl gol/'m-mm:nt/ ine'ud~'"'' 
lug )lrovi.~il;>ll:' "to' make Wlirt , .. , 

:; 	 mote \v<nthwtliJc atld ;,flow p-eo. . ,~­
plC 10 XCCV mure ~f:wbat Ihe)!" 
cam" while Jl,liU recc-lvin)3' ~I"U!..a,

f 	 . " 
belle ltl>. 	 .: :.:,_~.; 

".:' t 
". '., : i 

.'tacks .".,' 
,.." 

; '0. ; • )Uo)Vers ..,,,. 
d G~m:ey Kl.lnt. tt.e We CUU;dY:-:,: 
t- recorder ind prnideat of .tto.' ,~. 

Ohio Reoor4cr's ~Jat"m.:_ 
"These [commao-uwl peopie.fl.re.I __ 

;- llb.~luIf:iy 6e,;OO$ .ud think dtqy ~'. 
. t . are operotmg undtr the fetter, q,{.1. .. 
~. tho law, and we fird oursdves.as: 

• the in n ocelOt mitld!uuiHl. .. ".' • 
',}., 

Rent $aW. recordeft SU"Cbl 
druificalinn of til.: !tlW hn:ai,~'-~ii JW')II!(' ni'fkk)f:.. bill! Ii'''f:t! ,,,uhjr-/t In' ­
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TO: 


DATE: 


RECOMMENDED BY: 


PURPOSE: 

BACKGROUND: 

TOPICS OF DISCUSSION: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 13, 1995 

RECOMMENDED TELEPHONE CALL 

Governor George Voinovich (R~OH) 

April 14·18 

Marcia L Hale 
John Emerson ~ 
Bruce Reed , 

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 financial fisk. He favors block grants but has h';;l,,'!l 
more vocal than other Republicans abo'ut cost shifts to the states. 

As you know, Governor Voinovich is a moderate Republican 
governor who has worked with the Administration in the past. 
Governor Voinovich has endorsed Senator Doie for 1996, so you 
,should expect that anything you say to the Governor could be 
repeated. 

L What does he think we should do to make sure Congress 
passes a bill the states can live with? 

2. Encourage him to continue 10 take an active role in this 
debate to counter the conservative influence of Engler and 
Thompson. Ask him whether other moderate Republic',ans share 
his concern's, 



CONTACT PERSON AND 
TELEPHONE NUMBER(S): Paul Mifsud 6141644-0817 

Randy Fischer 6141644-08]3 

DATE OF SUBMISSION: April 13. 1995 

ACTION: 
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GOVERNORS OfFICE FAll 11:). 6440194 P.02 

STAT!! OF OHIO 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 


COLUMBUS '3ce~OI 


Tl1el!onoflibloliob Dol. 

Majority LeAder 

U.S. Senate 

Washinlllon,DC 20S 10 


Dur S.Olfor OoJe: 

As you len.... , lb. House .(RtpteWltati"" has completed J....nsld,,",tlon oCw<olfare 
r.form !caillalion. While! Slton,giy .upp<>rt!he deelsion mad. bY th.H~.... 1O convert 
welfare program. intO bl••k IJrIIIlII, I om concerned that tho H.... bill M$ 10. provide 
1m.. wilh tho B••i,",!)' nWlod 10 .CI our own prloritlo! and eo"duet i_••livo 
""p<>rim~!. to 1'''''''''''' respollSibUify and Rlt,ulIlelcno:y. MillY ormy Ji>Uow RepulolJ... 
OovetllOl'Ishare Il1IImbet ot,.y ccncemt. . 

I ..... dlSlJl1'Ointed wilh 111. aIIooalion tlrmul. omblished !lvoullh tbe Tempor..,. l'amUy 
. AssIOll"'" Blook 01'&nI.1t Is lho p<>alIion 0f,h. NotIoMI Clav.mo,,' Aaoci&llon tI\at. iZ\)' 
(OIIIIul. sI1euld allow mI. to Ill. ekher.1hrn ynr IVOlIg. Of 1994 spcnd1llllevol. ill 
detorotlnlnll buIY.'" aJIooatlo... WhlI. Ih. Hou•• formula im,lud•• W. d!olco, It Ih... 
appGOI • 2.4 pOllllftl reduction /GIor to ad! SlU.', ,UOOlli... Th. reductlo. r.Clot 
l••ve. Ohio wldt. ~u. you aII...tlo. 0($100 million .....uy. which is lower 111111 what 
we would have reeaived UJfn& eIth.,. fo"""l, without. reduction tiCler. Sp..ke, 
Oingrid! _,ed lllatet ho Wollld "'pport ollmlnad"ll the "duM_IW.r. W. would like 
w-nc with you In 1110 S..... lG maIco tbiJ correcllcn, 

Althougll aIIowlftg "",b "010 '0 rooti.. its moll rlvoiobJ. aUoear!on wlChOU{. reduGllon 
lac:tor 'equlreJ IIIndUtS Ib, the bI.,.,k &11111 to b.lncreuod by .pptoxltulely $200 milli.n 
nationally, It Is illlpOIl&llt 10 _ombcrtbo, JIll...... maklng ••iSIll8cwll••ncial 
oac:rili.. in aupp<>r!i'g "~pU bIcck &r1ll1>. If".1e.S &to diudV1lll!liod in dlllermWDg 
base 'leu all_lIew, il haoemu evan mo", di.tfcult to mlk.lho mcr....d investments In 
work prosrams n....W)' to move iodMiIvtb .lFwdfV•. 

The Ho.,. bitt allo do., 1101 In.ludolllfficitlll pr.,.ctio", for Ill'" In tho .,...1 ofan 
.."""mic do\1lOtum. !teenp.. r.pl.... op........ inolMduII II11tlll""'",,1I with ...pped 
II.... """tlerno.IS, "At.. lIT, pla!:.d in an extremely vullIerabl. p••illon ,hould the wol("",· 
cII£ible populalion incnose siSl'i/l¢""lly. Tho lla•• ""d !'td4r'llllO_oulhould be 
partMl'l in meellna til. need.! ofexpllD<ltd coel.odJ In «mel.nl. The Ho",. biD 
oontuN • Sl bini"" /alny day Nod ~"isn.d '0 pl.,"4c 1110 .to.eI with thort-term loans. 

http:tlerno.IS
http:01'&nI.1t
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The Honorable Bob Dol. 
Man:h 27, 1il9S .. 
Pas. Two 

repayable wIth In:ete!lln tJvco ytats, A loan Nn4 doC$l'Iot "'presen,. partnership; 
inltud, it is a co.t shiH. 

Ohio would be panicubtTy disadvlnrtStd in .. recession due \0 assressive steps already 
lalcen to nod.co weIlIIre Cl.leJoad~ Tedly, IS,COO feWer Olli<:>.ns rt«ive welllltc tlla" In 
1992. SII.I.. tbat have "ot blCl\ II8llm.tveln redu.il\i llI.i, wolf.... '011. will •• bou., 
.bl. to .....mm.dAt.IA......d ....I••d•. OlUo', .....tnIlIt.d bll. mak•• it very dim"",! 
flIr u, to aI>.orlllncm ..d _ionllll' donw>41. , 

AJJ pan ofour efI'ort. to lWdute welflr. rudo..dl. Ohio hOI d",.lc>p.d th. 5ltonseJt lOBS 
prosram in the natl... Ohl.I.... Ih, nalion wjlh 33,911 ncipients pll'licipatinilin JOBS, 
Only California ••mes ,I... to matchlog Ohi.', porlbt/Mllc. with l2,7" ,edpients 
_01100 in lOBS, .ml Calif.mi, ... ,t ..... tim.... ma.y AI:IC ",dplenlS .. Ohio. Our 
iUCCest with the lOBS program feBecca .. .&IT9n1 inwstmetlt in traWl:S end RUc&tion 
prosrami· l'opnll... of........, ofour i""cst....~ how_, ftO work Pro&nom ""n 
.......d without. commllmen' t. makl.s qllillty child.., ....llable fo, ....;pienu. In 
Ohio, !he.we pl'OYido.......S""'1II1.ad dlY"", I. t'lmllles with i...,mo. up to 133 
puc....rthe rOdora! p.vet'l)llevel. The ,rclJt1llll cu/T."l1y hu an avenge daily 
eM:lllmenl of17,100. Tho Slat. ofOhl. I. doi"ll ilS part '0 pro,idc elllld earelo lb... in 
nee4 Tho lbIotal ~t al40 ftIIl.SI me.. i.. ,..p•••ibrul)'. 

rWQUld lib 10 lee tho child car• ."d ra",,"iy ..mIl.. blodc I!f1IOI. CO""",ed itt.o ••pped 

Aa!c cn~tI.m..t., In the Rou" bill,lIIftding for those blo.1< ,rants!J discretroftlu),. Key 

child ...... Pftl&I'I'TIS cutmldy areindIYidua!..,titlemems. The ....d for cruid care on1y 

will 11"'''' II "'.1&... _ipi.... move intou.. 'NoM...... MyeonUbrt love! with .h. 

Hou.. peclcag. would Inor_ slpfiC&/ltly ifSIll.. were SUI_ed to ,ecelve • 

•peoIIIe4 level of fi.mding ror chil4 care wi for cbild nutrllkon ,",,",.. Ib, tbe nM ave 

ycars. That gu...."tell C&II .1IIy oem. through t,capped Ill" ..,Iilloment 


!!"","ivc premipm.one.. i•• p(oblem ,hrough.utllI. Hc... lcsi.lali.n. The biD's ",.ric 
requlr""'.ntJ .... perf.....ampl•. The fed,ra1 go",,,,,,,,,,.! ....d.... how ",any hou.. 

'per weak a,Cedetll1y dcflned poteonllS. of<am ..,I".~.. ,..;plo... mU!I p.,\tcipaleift 
{oOMIIlY pru<:ribed ...... 1: act!".... In I !Ne block srl.l. 'Ia!" w.uld bo It.. to choo.. 
b.w boot to aIIoea•• , ........ t. me.t good. developed J.in~y or tho federal and s\8Ie 
govotnment•. The rc..,rd .ecpillg requir.menu to the Hou •• bill ,I,••re • .mo,dinully 
preocnpllve. SUllO. ,emal••oncerned that .ut .ompu'er !),'Icm, I..k Ih...p~bililY 10 ' 
provide Ihe i_mltIon ("'Iul'ed by th. Ho".e. 

http:ftIIl.SI
http:S""'1II1.ad
http:Calif.mi
http:rudo..dl
http:mm.dAt.IA
http:Olli<:>.ns
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Th. Honorob!. Bob DOle 

March .7, 1995 

I'ageThn. 


A true block granl should also give SUIU the oWry to determine IlIefr ewn prOif;nl 
eIlgillilfty Jlnnd.m. 'l'M Houselesill.tion in'l.d~I' numbor .rsp..'flt c1i8lbility 
,em"',;on •. For e.lmple; •• sh be..fiu will bt cOftled to "nwed minor moth.... and their 
childro.. Adci.jo.tl children ·bam to m.th .... Oft weir.... wlU b. donl.6 b,••fiu. 
Deci.ion. Uke mes' .ho"ld belelllo tM '\lltl. By t1od.,..Uy lMIldttlng ,lIDo ..... ric,lo••• 
!he House Is inletftril\i with It4cceufUllla<e reforms. For .....plo. in Ohlo w. have 
devetoped & jll'Cll'arn designed 10 en'••"S' mino, mothers,. rom4tn I•••hool. Th. 
lJ!AlI (Loamlng. Eamlng. ..d p...."una) proSTarn ",!,ptom;nll or .duces a I ... 
molll",'. ADC ouh .,.., b.1od on hat IOhOO!II......... to IcWI hor u..lthe,. is. real 

. vahle 10 compJO\ins her "'c.tlon. UAl' hat led 10 aJial1il!<an' decrease in Ihe d",p·oul 
tete fbt Ihi. vulnerable populadon. Ir,b, HOlISO p",hillklon till ...slI benefits remlilu in 
plt.ca, the LlIAP pros,a/I'I wla have,c b. c!iscclllinyed. 

As the Senllo ~'sin.,O COMldet we!ruclczjllation, I would b. 1I"1,.n.1 far your 
...1_in add,...I", my concern~ I.Ilc. """'l' otber ao..m.... Illronlly IUl'l>ClI tho 
brood o"diu ot tho Heu•• P"'polll, bu, il it imporunt thai !lies, i8lll81 be ,...1."" 
........IIIl!y. AI ~G_r, " will h up 10 me to Implement wvI!4re I'elbrms In my 
Sme. l_uld Ilk. to work with yov .. el\1lll'l ,hu Dieck B1tJIIS Siv. Ibe S'allS tho 
ll"'llblUly we MOd 10 lmplemcn,IMovlli.1 ror."". d~ to _I the spccillc ne"". or 
ou, colM1Unld... Without Ihl. Bc.ibillll', I CIMlIt auPPO" Ihl...ol!'are I'elbrm p.ck&p. 

WIill. Ohio _.h.. /Cderel welt.,. rolQ"" 4nolQpmontt with ,remend..., Intorost, we 
. Mva belA acdvely pumling a lUI,.wlde I'elbrm ascnd.. I hive enclosed a summary or . 
Ohio', hllto", .rwelllr ...Gorm IMovatlon Coryow, information. 

ThMk you fOr your petlOnll consiclmti•• nfmy CCft.cems. 

http:Adci.jo.tl
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FOR lIilMEDIAXJ> RELEASE Contac<e! Michael lOlarfm 

Tuesaay, ftarcb 7, 1995 (liD2) 401-~215 


HIlS lIPPIIOVE8 01110 HLFNIlI DBllCllrS'lllMtOIl 
lin STATZ To IUIc:lI:tVlII UW'AIU! 1II\XYlIlIl 

. HHS secreury Donna E, Shalala tOday approve<1 "A State of 
oppoxtunity,· a welfare demonotxation project in Ohio designed to 
move welfare. recipients intO jolKl ClnSJurinq family stability and 
.Rlf-Sufficienc::y. Ohio is the 25th state to receive approval to 
test innovative welfare reform strateqies ~der the Clinton 
admini.tr.tion. 

ftThe Clinton administration h.s now qiven half of all states 
tbQ opportunity to to=t innovativo welfare reform approaehes -- .oro 
tlIan all previo.... administrations com!>ine"," sa1<1 secretary analala. 
-When these .aivers are' fully Lmplemented f some 6 ~illion people
reproscfiting 42 porOQnt of all r~ipiont$J vill 1>0 atfocted in an 
aVf!T.',1Ilqe month .. 

"This refleats our commitaent to .tats flGxibility. It equally.
'refleets our commitment to end velfarp- !R we knnw it and ~o CTeatA: 11" 
system built on work and recponsibility," Shalala said. 

The OhiQ demon.tration haa throo ~omp9nent.' Fam11iGs of 
'opportunity, Childraft of Opportunity, and Communities of 
Opport.unity. 

Communiti•• of opportunity will oparatQ in up to fivQ sitG~, 
primarjly in ~owerment zone/Enterprise communities. A~ these 
bl~~~, t4. ~tQto will work with' 1~1 ~aino03, ~nQ~t~ and 
oommunity leadors to qQnerat_ up to 2,500 W39Q-.upplamentad jobs 
durtnq the five-year life. ot the demonstration. These jobs are 
tiAIJ~:H.,;!"w Lv !:Jety' Al- leQ!St ~8 :pel: hOUl: dru1 pJ;QVidc the cconom;''l; 
stability for a family to lWVQ \tQlfaro pormanontly. WagQSl will bet 
partial~y sub~idi1.Qd usinq funds that otherwise would have been paid 
as Aruc or Fuoa stamps. 

Familieg. of Opportunity lnCr@;UIQs opportunities tor families to 
attain in~e~ndence And el~ure stability. It exp_nds eligibillty 
for ~wc-parent fa~illcsl a~~ends transitional child earQ for up to 
1A ~ontha for those leavinq welfare as a ~esult of employment. and 
increases the amount of earninqa ~ t~m11y CQn .etain pcro~c ~ouinq 
A1'O¢ .Qliqibility. It will operate in tim count.1A';. 

- !'IORls ­

http:count.1A
http:sub~idi1.Qd
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A1ao undar the Families of Opportunity component, a one-ti•• 
casb bonus ot $1'0 will be paid when 6 child's paternity-is 
esta~li5he4, and that amount vill not count Qq~inot AFOC benefit3. 
In addition, 1n calculat1nq AYDC'benetit~( the maximum value of ~ 
family-owned vehicle "ill-bera11ed from $1500 to 54500. 

. Children of Oppor~unlty vill oporate in two oounties and Vili 
focus on eduoation~ Under this component; depen4en~ en110ren 
between 6 and 18 will be require<! to attend SChool requ11lr1r. Cue 
Management services vill bG available tor f~iliQa ~hOSQ Ch~ldran 


,have probl~ with school a~tendance, and ther~ will be ttnanc1al 

penalties for !allure to comply. 

·Oh!o tests a number of promiBinq ways to stranqtnen families.­
includinq inc:entlves to establish patern1ty and ensure child.rcn . 
regularly atten4 Icbool#~ said Mary 30 BanQ, HHS a$Slstant secretary
for children and fam111es~ ftNoW with 2S states exploring creative 
ways to reform welfare. millions gf fAmilies ~re moving fram 

_ -dependency to real opportunity." 

The project will operate for five year~ Gnd vill"incluae 4 

ri9crouo evaluation. 


, , 



Tali:ing Points 
.- Ohi:! Waiver ••A State of 

, 
'at.io has 811 C1<ciling 
IlliU loeal~, 
I"''':try 10 ""","ornie lcd~ 
Sec: .,rary Shala1•... 

OD:d~7.~.Ohlo 
- Ad!l'<iJrlruatiOll to test 


wei! lire waiven enurte<l 

stab flexibility and real 

mCl' " flImlIies from depend, 


Ohl:'5 welfare ~~::=
rtf'o :m: work aad 
tow;':d lIle freedom. of 
families, ~ oppc,n", 

ne 'Ohlo proeram ":=~ 
...:It ' .... , so !bey can , 

lIle j ',,,,,,,lives for welfare 

new pubUclprivate _ 

~.oprnent efforts, Ohio 

Entcprise Zones. 


Ohl, Is mIIkIzI3 ..ork I'lIY. 
earni ng. dimgards UIIdcr .' 
._,live lIlan MMare. In 
..elf. n:, Ohio has m:cived 
lite , elfare roUs. The 
Uner,ploycd Parents (AF'PCI 
two I.arent lammes. 

UnII1:e the Bowe Ways 
iDcrf IlSing child mpport 
..tab ishing paternity and 
depel.deney b> 
a ont ··time cash bonus for 
i.ere 1$10 the amount of child 
paym ,.-.1 directly and not be 

Ohio • d .....lIIltratlon~:!:~:~ 
codal·ments. The A 

welfa:. would be b> enllun'rlll 
,oint to e.pand its effort.s 
atten< >nee and achievement 
waivt" dependent c1tild_ 
for ti.-Iure b> comply,. ~:~ 
!Chao regularly, and e. 

Ho/100 III 

from a hand out tti a hand up. In parttlenhip 
that IIIiU raise ""'rking welfare famili"" out of 

state to naive appro>al frmD the Cllbton 
reform stn.t:eIles, surpassIag tbe amOWll or 

Ccmtinumg It's oommillnent 10 
Clinton AdmlniJlxalloft supports Ohio's efforts to 

Pnsident ctmtOD'S prlnclples for welfare 
'A~",ofQpportwU~'p~&mml~$~ 
confines of dependence, by strengthening 


responsibility in ~turn. 


at_ng", tamUl.. to work aot stay on 
"""1I01llk: d-ruO'"Ident)'. Ohio IIIiU increase 
work by providing Wage subsidies and forBlng 

on President Clinton'a eommunil), economic 
.plr'}'lrlent primarily in Administration designatod 

"~~~Ihe~ state to increase asset limits and 

:b to save mont)' and mm work more 


lIlat families can let olf and ....y off of 

child care benefits 10 lluniUes after !hey leave 

lite 100 hour rule for ndpients in the AFDC 


'mno"in2 a qisinr:entlve to work and promoting 


RepublicaJls, Ohio rightly fOCllSeS on 

Ill. Clinto. Administration, Ohio =gnim that 


\ijPll"rt are critical to helping recipients move from 
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'1'0: 	 David Ellwood 

Mary Jo Bane 
Bruce Reed 

FROM: 	 Melissa SkOlfie~ 
DATE: 	 september 16, 1994 

As you know, MORe will issue. a press release Monday on its 
evaluation of the Ohio LEAP program. 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 
to answer any media inquiries, and the attached draft has been 

,_ .:nit.t_~.n_i})-£9nj~c:tion witl)_.ASPE_and~A~~ staff. '-C;>Uld:I:Pl~~:>!:.-~ 
........_you.r....£.~~ents J!¥ the end of the_day.?_A,my Busch wl.11 be work~ng on 

this , and can be reached at 690-7850 if you have any trouble 
reachinq me. Comments can be faxed back to 690-5673. 

Thanks. 

.:: 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Melissa Skolfield 
(202) 690,1850 

HHS ASSISTM'T SECRETARIES BAN'E AND ELLWOOD FIND 
MORe'S CLEVELAND LEAP RESUl.TS PROMISING 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation has released the second in a series of 

reports on the effectiveness of Ohio', LEAP program. LEAP uses bonuses and welfare grant 

reductions, plus support service~. to increase school attendance among tt:en parents on welfare, 

David Ellwood, HHS Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, and MaIy 10 Bane, 

HilS Assistant Secretary for Children and Families, say tbey find Lbe rcsull. of Ohio's LEAP 

program very promising. 

"Like the Administration'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 strong evidence ,hat services offered through the Administration's welfare 

refonn plan can increase school attendance and graduation rates of teen parents on welfare. 

Our proposal is similar to LEAP in that it requires teen parents on welfare to stay in 

school as a condition of reeeh'ing benefits and provides case management and child care 

assistance. Our proposal also allows states to use financial incentives like those used in LEAP to 

encourage school completion. 

- More­

http:RESUl.TS
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Like LEAP, our approach focu."ies on ending welfare for the next generation ~~~ teenagers 

who have the most to gain and the most at risk. By initially 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, 

LEAP1s re.;;;ults for school d!Op~outs are less positive, and they underscore the importance 

of the Administration's national campaign against teen pregnancy. The link between teen births. 

completion of high school, and poverty is clear. Approximately 80 percent of children born [0 

teenage parents who dropped out of high school and did not marry are pOOL In contrast, just 8 

percent of children born to married high school graduates aged 20 or nlder are poor, W. need to 

send the strongest possible signal to teens that pregnancy and childbirth should be delayed, And 

we also need to focus on teens who are already mothers -~ with mentoring. child care, time~ 

limited AFDC benefits. and other services necessary to put them on the path (0 work and self-

sufficiency. To prevent these teen parents frOID dropping out of school, Qur 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 operated under a federal waiver grdDled by the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, show the important contribution innovative programs 
can make to reducing welfare dependency and encouraging work and responsibility. 'The 
Administration's welfare reform efforts will continue to support state flexibility, innovative 
demonstration projects, and comprehensive program evaluations, " 

#u# 



•• 
•• • 
 MANPOWER 

DEMONSTRATION 

R_ES_EAA_C_H____________________MDDC'_ CORPORATION 	 _ W 

Three PIuk Avenue 
New Yori<, NY 10016-5936 	 lticlwd 1', Natlwl. CAaInIwn 

Paull:t O"N¢ill, Tf«I.ff<fl'fTel: (212)532·3200 Fax: (lll) 684-0832 
Eli G'~ CiJaif'MfI ~ 

Rtgiortal Office: RdJe(Q M. Blar.J; 
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San Francisco. CA 94108 	 AIM! KIStler 
RitlwdJ.M~Tel: (41 5) 781·3800 Fax: (415) 781-3820 klldoij'lh (t I'mrttl' 
fmlkIiDO,~September 13, 1994 
"""'"{illbrn SOlowSteiuer 
Mii<;I\I:U Sviridl,1ffMr. Bruce Reed 
Witllalll JuIi\ll Wtb"m

Deputy Assistant for Domestic Policy Wtllwn S. WOOohide 
The White House JudI!b M. Gucron,l'rrSldtIll 
The Old Executive Office Building. Room 216 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Bruce: 

On September 20, MORe will be releasing new findings from our on~going·evaJuation of Ohio's LEAP 
program, a statewide initiative that us.es bonuses and welfare grant reductions - plus case management 
and suppon services - to boost school attendance among teen parents on welfare. 

Last year we reported that. across seven Ohio counties, LEAP prevented some in-school teens from 
dropping out and brought some dropouts back to school. The new results (which COver only the city 
of Cleveland) show that this effort 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 successful in increasing 
school completions: It had little. if any. impact on dropouts (a group who 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 low-cost basic LEAP model with an enriched. 
version, which offered additional services. The study provides some evidence that this "enhanced~ 
version of LEAP substantially increased the success of the basic model in encouraging in-school teens 
to complete school. 

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

I thought you would want to see an advance copy of the brief summary from the report (embamoed 
until SePtember 20). Let me know if you have any questions or would like further information, 

'~rely, 

~~eronJ 
Prest ent 

JMGltm 
Enclosure 
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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 Equivalence. 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 

have evaluated LEAP's operation and impact on education outcomes. I Future reports, scheduled (0 

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) 

'The first report (Bloom et aI .• 1991) addressed the early implementation of LEAP. The second (Bloom 
et ai., 1993) presented estimates of LEAP's bonus and sanction rates and its short-tenn education impact 
(primarily on school enrollmem and attendance). 
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>:;.were el1gible only for regular services, The additional services available to LEAP [eens in the 

..,:;'enhanced group were of two kinds: school~based - including intensive case management by staff 

;.'; stationed in schools, in·school child care. and instruction in parenting and life skills - for teens 

o,:;'attending enhanced high schools; or community~based - including outreach. special GED preparation 
\' 
.:.:' classes. and parenting and life skills instruction - for teens who, though assigned to one of these 

:;:.~~ enhanced SChools, did not attend regularly. By including both school-based services for teens who .. , 
/ were attending school regularly and communily~based services for teen.... who were not complying with 

'~:' LEAP. the demonstration was designed to provide most LEAP teens in the enhanced group with ·, 
._:" additional services. 2 

The Cleveland Student Parent Demonstration used a quasi-experimental deSign. in contrast to 

.t the experimental. random assigrunent 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 
i. ' .• 

'::, for the study, For the test of enhanced services. these two groups were LEAP teens assigned to the·. 
:."~ enhanced high schools (which offered additional services) and LEAP teens assigned to the regular high 

:': schools (which offered only regular services). 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 reliable test of the effectiveness of the 

;'~ . enhancements. Nonetheless, due to potential differences between the research groops in a quasi­

':f
); , 

experimental design, these impact estimates must be interpreted with more caution than estimates based 
· . 
.,' . on a random assigmnent research design. 
".' 


· " ': The research in Cleveland indicates that LEAP is a viable. low<ost policy approach that 


·~ ~ significantly improves school completion. Despite operational problems during the first two years • . " , 
;< LEAP's financial inceruive structure affected vi{tUaUy all eligible teens, with more than three quarters 

. of teens earning bonuses and two thirds qualifying for grant reductions. LEAP increased teens' receipt 

1/ 'of high school diplomas and OEDs by 5.6 percentage poims after three years. LEAP's impact was 

,'/' particularly evident (B,g percentage points after three years} for teens who were enrolled in school 
'j:' 
.. _ .. _---­

:.~ " . 2Two categories of enhanced teens were 001 covered by tbese services: (l) teens who regularJy attended 
:\, adult educadon/OED programs other than the enhanced GED programs; and (2) teens who were exempted 
:." from the LEAP school-attendance requirement and did nOt attend schoo) or an enhanced GED prograrrL As 
-.. discussed in Chapter 3, LEAP teens were exempfed from the attendance requiremenl during the last seven 
': . months of pregnancy. while caring for a child under three months old, when child care or transportation was 
.'~" unavailable, and for other specified reasons. , 
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when they entered the program. These may be conservative estimates of the LEAP model's potential, 

because most sample members entered the program during the time it was experiencing start·up 

problems. 

In addition. the research indicates that enhanced services added to LEAP's effect on teens' 

school completion rate (as well as to program cOSts). The results suggest that the enhanced services 

increased high school and GED completion by about 2 percentage points after 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 piace, the enhanced services reached a smaHer proportion of eligible teens than 

expected. Less than half of LEAP teens in the enhanced group attended school enougllio receive any 

st:hooI-based services. and many of those who failed to attend school did not receive any comrnunity­

based services. Among LEAP teens who did attend schooL the enhanced services significantly 

increased the likelihood of their earning a diploma or aGED. 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 panicuJar aspect of this attempt to find answers 

to the ongoing problem of teenage parents on welfare: 

• 	 Chapter 2: Why are teenage parents as a group important to welfare policy? 
At any given point in time. parents under the age of 20 make up a small fraction 
of an cases receiving Aid '0 Families with Dependeru Children (AFDC), the 
nation's largest cash welfare program, However. teen parents receiving AFDC 
are much more likely than other recipients to stay on welfare a very long time. 
For this reason. welfare cases that begin with a teen birth account for more than 
half of an AFDC expenditures, making this a critically important segment of the 
welfare population. However, there is limited evidence about which policy 
approaches work best in promoting teens' self-sufficiency. 

• 	 Clulpter 3: How effective bas LEAP been so far? Chapter 3 summarizes the 
research findings on LEAP that were released last year, J These preliminary 
results were promising, The program's financiaJ incentive structure was 
implemented relatively smO<Jthly throughout Ohio. and at least orn:: bonus or 
sanction was directed to a1most an eligible teens (93 percent) within an 18·month 
period. LEAP improved school retention, substantially reducing the likelihood 
tbat initially enrolled teens would drop out of school during their first year in the 
program. LEAP also induced a significant number of dropouts to enroll in a 

JB100m et aL. 1993. 
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school or a. GED preparation program. These enrollment impacts appeared to 
be translating into small effects on high schoo! and OED completion, based on 
the limited data available at that time. The findings were relatively consistem 
across counties. although in Cuyahoga County, where Cleveland is located, 
LEAP operated with more start-up problems and w::orded smaller impacts on 
school enwHment than in other counties, 

• 	 Chapter 4: How ha$ LEAP succeeded in Cleveland? The additional data 
collection and analysis in Cleveland permit an updating of the LEAP results. 
presented in Chapter 4. The most important of these new findings is that 
LEAP's combination of bonuses, sanctions. and support services increased the 
percentage of eligible teens who completed a high school diploma or OED within 
three years of entering the program from 15.5 percent to 21. 1 percent, a 
statistically significant impatt of 5.6 percentage points. LEAP's effect was much 
larger for teens who were enrolled in school when they entered the program than 
for teens who entered as dropouts. Among initially enrolled teens. LEAP 
increased the proportion completing higb school or earning a GED by a 
statistically significant 8.8 percentage points (from 20.4 to 29.2 percent). (n 
contrast. among teens not initiaUy enrolled, LEAP increased completion by 2.6 
percentage points (from 8.6 [0 fl.) percent). an effect that is not suuistic.al1y 
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 data conecled in Cleveland. the direct cost of LEA'P per eligible teen 
is estimated as $911 (in fiscal year 1993 doUars). This cost corresponds to the 
entire period of program eligibility. which, depending on the teen. could last as 
little as a month and as much as eight years (the average was a 1ittle less than 
two years). This estimate excludes the indirect cost to schools that results from 
LEAP's effect on school enrollment. 

• 	 Chapter 5: What bas been learned from the implementation of the enbanced 
schooJ~ and community"based services? The evidence discussed in Chapter 5 
suggests that the school~ and community·based services, which together cost 
$1,965 per teen, had different accomplishments and encountered different 
problems. The school~based services, which were directed to teens who attended 
school, were implemented relatively easily. In panicular. since the school-based 
case managers monitored studentS' attendance and performance closely. they 
were able to quicldy foHow up on any problems and help teens finish schooL 

The community-based outreach effon. which targeted teens who never attended 
school or whO' dropped out. proved more difficult: about a third of the teens 
referred for this service could not be loc3led; communication with the two tbirds 
who were contacted was often limited or sporadic; and many of the [eens who 
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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 enrollees entered with poor skills and relatively few 
completed aGED. 

• 	 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 
perfonnance, 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 
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, ,, 	 program as dropouts than it did during the period it has been evaluated, 
,',
it 	 particularly if enhanced services are available. If teens were exposed to LEAP 


from Lite point they first had a child and went on welfare. as would be the case 

in an ongoing program, fewer of them would already be dropouts and it is Hkcly 

that more would be encouraged by LEAP to finish school or earn aGED. 


A -distressing aspect of the findings in Cleveland is that. with or wilhout LEAP. few teen parents 

" i . finished high school or received aGED, WhHe the low completion rates panly reflect limitations of 

the study - teens were not followed beyond three school years. and graduations from schools. outside >'. 
'J, 	 Cleveland were not counted - they also speak to me difficulty of encouraging this important segment 

of the welfare population [0 reach a key milestone on the road to economic self-sufficiency, While 

LEAP and the enhanced services together had a substantial impact on school completion. more than 

three quarters of the teen parems who were exposed to them still did not obtain a diploma or aGED 

,.f' during the period evaluated, 
t,. ' 

The results tn Cleveland are, consequently, mixed. On the one hand, LEAP bas been shown 
, 

,', .­
, " to be a workable and relatively inexpensive program that signifteanUy improves the school performam;:e 
;1, 

" 
' 

of teen parents on welfare, Further, given earlier findings. it is likely that LEAP's impact O'n school 

,'<,, 	 'completion in other Ohio communities will be larger than it was in Cleveland. Moreover. the results 

suggest that jmproved 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 been documented in 

.",:, 	 Cleveland . .,., 
,:.;, . 

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

',:> lessened, but certainly did not solve. the problem of teen parents' economic hardship and welfare 

dependency. The package Significantly reduced the proportion of teen parems who did not finish their 
" ' 

schooling, but that fraction was still large. Moreover. if remains to be seen how much LEAP's effect 

on school performance will translate into improved emp1oyment, increased income, and reduced 
, , 

:' \ 1 welfare receipt. Future LEAP reports wiH speak to this important point. 

,,', 
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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

j 
I Ohio's Learning, Earning. and Parenting (LEAP) Program is an unusual statewide initiative that 

uses financial incentives and penaJHes to promote school attendance among pregnant and parenting 

teenagers on welfare, the group most likely to become long~term welfare recipients. LEAP requires 

these teens to stay in school and attend regularly or, if they have dropped out, to return to school 

I or enler a program to prepare for the OED (high school equivalency) test. By improving the teens' 

school attendance in the short term, LEAP seeks to increase the likelihood that they will complete

I school and, in the Jonger term, find jobs and leave welfare. The program, developed by the Ohio 

Department of Human Servlces (ODHS) and operated by County Departments of Human Services 

I (CDHS). has reached more than 20,000 eligible teens since it began operating in mid~l989, LEAP 

.' 
has attracted 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 is 

being conducted by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRe) with funding from 

I ODHS, the Ford Foundation, the George Gund Foundation, the Cleveland Foundation, BP America, 

I 
the Treu-Mart Fund. the Procter & Gamble Fund, and the U.S, Department of Health and Human 

Services. The report assess~ the operation of LEAP and provides early evidence on tbe program's 

I 
effects on school enrollment, attendance, and completion in seven Ohio counties that include about 

half of the statewide LEAP casc:Joad. The evaluation's final report, which is scheduled to be 

completed by early 1995. win address the program's longer-term impacts. 

I The LEAP Model 

Participation in LEAP is mandatory for a11 pregnant women ~nd custodial parents (almost alli ­are women) under 20 yearS old who are receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFOC) -and do not have a high school diploma or GED certificate. This includes both teens who head 

welfare cases and those who receive assistance on someone else's case (usually the teen's mother) . 

Under program rules, aU eligible teens are required to regularly attend a school or program. •il 
I 

leadingto a high school diploma or GED, This applies both to teens who arc in school when they 

become eligible 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 tbe GED lest. LEAP uses 

a three~tiered incentive structure to enforce this mandate. First. teens who provide evidence that I ' ... ,. 

I ·1· 

I 



I 
I they are enrolled in a school or program receive a bonus payment of $62, They then receive an 

I 
additional $62 in their welfare check for each month in which they meet the program's attendance 

requirements. For teens in a full-time high school. this means being absent no more than (our times 

I 
in the month, with two or fewer unexcused absences. (Absences. for which the teen obtains a 

physician's statement are not counted.) Different attendance standards apply to part-time ABE 

I 
programs. but the same financia1 incentives apply. 

Second. teens who do not attend an initial LEAP assessment interview (which commences 

participation in LEAP) or fail to provide proof of school enrollment without an acceptable reason 

have $62 deducted from their grant (i.e., they are sanctioned) in every month until they comply with 

I program rules. Similarly. enroUed teens are sanctioned $62 for each month in which they exceed the 

allowed number of unexcused absences. 

I Third. enrolled teens who exceed the allowed number of total absences but not the allowed 

number of unexcused absenccs in a month earn neither a bonus nor a sanction, 

I Since teens have several opportunitie.s to provide evidence of "good cause" [or absences that 

schools define as unexcused, bonuses and sanctions occur three months after the attendance behavior 

that triggers them. Teens may be temporarily exempted from the LEAP requirements if they arc in 

the last seven months of a pregnancy, if they are caring for a child under three months old. if child 7 
care or - transportation is unavailable, or for other specified reasons..'

i 

LEAP sanctions and bonuses. can substantially change the income of participants. During most 

I 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 1336, A sanction reduced it to 

I $212. Thus! the total difference in AFDC payments between a teen who enroUed and attended 

regularly, and one who failed to enroU without a good reason t was $124 per month. 

I Eacb LEAP teen is assigned to a case manager. who is responsible for explaining the program's 

rules, monitoring the teen's compliance to detennine whether a bonus or sanction is warranted, and 

helping the teen overcome barriers to school attendance. Teens are also eligible to receive assistance 

~ with child care and transportation as needed to attend school. 

Under Ohio's county~administered welfare system. LEAP is operated by County Departments 

or Human Services in aU 88 of the state's counties. Many aspects of the program's implementation,'. 
I 

I including the staffing structure and specific rcsponsibiliHes ofcase managers. arc lcrl to lhe discretion 

of counties. 

I 

• -2­

I 



l­
I The Policy Sienificance or LEAP 

LEAP is an important initiative for tbree reasons. First, the program attacks a critical social 

problem - long-term welfare receipt - by encouraging and assisting teen parents on welfare to stay 

in or return to school Recent data show that morc than half of all welfare households are headed 

by women who first gave birth as teens, and that the route from adolescent childbearing to long-term,I,• 
.' 


• • - WI • • 


I 

welfare receipt often begins when pregnant Or parenting teens drop out of school. This is nol 

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 account for a 

substantial proportion of a11 female dropouts, making this population important to broader efforts to 

I 

increase school completion rates. 


Second, unlike romt other prognuns for this population, LEAP operate.~ on a large scale and 


I 

targets an unusually broad group of leens, It is only the second statewide effort to enforce a school 


attendance mandate for all teen parents on welfare. including those who are already in school. The 


I 

firSt, Wisconsin's Learnfare program, targets all teens on welfare (not just those who arc parents), 


uses only grant reductions. and did not initially include case management. Until recently, most 


.' 

initiatives for teen parents were small-scale programs serving volunteers; welfare agencies rarely 


targeted programs to this group. The Family Supesrt Act, the major welfare rerorm legislation 

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

t;g9uire school attendance. However. few states have moved as aggressively as Ohio.

I Third, LEAP's approach, which uses both financial incentives and pena1ties to encourage teens 

to use existing education services, :is unique. Programs that seek to change the behavior of welfaret recipients through financial inducements have attracted wide attention in recent years. although little 

is known about their effcctiveness. An exception is programs that use the threat of welfare wpt,. 
 • 

reductions to encourage employment and participation in education and employment~reJated activities:,-Rigorous evaluations have shown that these programs can he effective for adults, although it is not 

t known how much these impacts were driven by' the use of sanctions versus tbe selVices that were 

.' 
provided. However. LEAP's use of both financial incentives and penalties, and its: application of 

these inducements to aU eligihle teens on an ongoing basis, constitutes an important departure from 

past practices. 

I The findings from this report. alo~g with results from other ongoing evaluations of interventions 

for teen parents, win help inform the search for effective policy approaches for this important 

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

I 
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existing or proposed '1eamfare" strategies. targets only teenage custodial parents, and represents an 

integrated "package," including both financial incentives and penalties, case management, child care 

and transportation assistance. ,Bnd extensive: due process procedures that provide opportunities for 

I 
teens to respond before grant reductions are imposed. Thus. the results do not offer evidence on 

the effectiveness of other (eamfare approaches that include only parts of the LEAP package, such 

as financial penalties alone. 

I An OverVIew or the FlndlnEs 

.' LEAP has operated relatively smoothly during its first three years, However. because the 

evaluation began at tbe same time LEAP operations commenced, most of the teens in the study 

I experienced LEAP at least partly during the early months of the program's operation, when there 

were starl*up problems and the financial incentives operated least efficiently. Since the evidence 

su~ts thaI LEAP operations have become smoother over time, the results presented here should 

be seen as a conservative estimate of the model's potential. 

I 

•
I Despite the early implementation problems, LEAP bas incorporated most eligible teens into 

its incentive structure. LEAP staff requested 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 ofeligible teens earned at least one bonus., and 56 percent were slated 

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

to note that. for several legitimate reasons, teens generally did not qualify for grant adjustments in 

every month; about half were scheduled for six or more ac~ions over the 18 months, In addition, 

I especially during the early months of program operations, many of the sanctions that were requested 

i , 

by LEAP staff did not actually lead to grant adjustments because of administrative problems, 

I LEAP has also made substantial progress. toward its key short-term goa) of inducing teens to 

• 
enroll in or remain enrolled in school. This report', impact analysis. which compares tbe behavior 

of LEAP leens (Ihe program group), 10,lb'l of • randomly sele<:led group of similar teens (the 

control group), found that the program affected both teens who were already enrolled in school when 

I they became eligible for LEAP, making them tess tikel:t ~o ~!£e...!!.ut, and teens who were initially 

dropouts, making them more Uke!y to return to ss:bool or enter adult education programs . 

Among teens who 'Were already e:nrolJed in school when they became eligible for LEAP (aboulI 
• 

half of aU teens), 61.3 percent of the program group and 51.1 percent of the control group remained 

I cnrol1cd continuously (or graduated) during the 12 months after entering LEAP. This difference ­

• 
- ­

I 
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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, MORe will be releasing new tindings from two studies of major state initiatives under the 
Family Support Act that I thought would be of particular interest to you: 

1. On April 12: The first results on the effectiveness of Ohio's uarning, Earning, and 
Pnrenting (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 to keep teen mothers on AFDC in schooL (Note that LEAP's mote balanced 
financial incentives, more extensive due process provisions, case management. and exclusive 
focus on teen parents - rather than all teens in welfare households - distinguishes it from 
the Wisconsin Learnfare program.) 

While the final. longer-term re.'iult~ are not in yet, the early evidence 1s encouraging. LEAP 
both prevented some teen mothers from dropping our of ScllOOI. and brought some dropouts 
back to high schools and GED programs. This may be an imponant 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 AprlJ 21: New findings on Cillifurninfs Greater Avenues fot Independence (GAIN) 
Program. the largest state JOBS program. You may reran that first-year findings released 
last year generated widespread interest and were viewed as an encouraging: early report card 
for lOBS. The second·year results are more positive, With larger earnings gains and welfare 
savings in most of the counties. 



, '. 


Mr. Bn,,:!!:> Reed 
April 5, 1993 
."..2 

I thought you would like an early warning. since both repom are likely to generate substantial press 
coverage and you may get caUs. An Executive Summary of the LEAP report is enclosed. I will send 
the GAIN summary as soon as it is availahle. 

I wilt give your office a call to see if you would be interested in my coming by to discuss the 

findings. 


Best wishes, 

j2~f;}~ 
Juditb M. Gueron 

Ene. 
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I ­10.3 percentage points (after rounding) - represents a statistically significant increase in school 
, retention, 

I Among teens who were dropouts when they entered LEAP, 46.8 percent of program group 

I 
members and 33.4 percent of controls enroUed in a high school or adult education program at some 

point during the following 12 months. This 13.4 percentage point impact on school return is also 

statistically significant. Nevertheless. it is important to note thai, even with the LEAP incentives and . 
I penalties, more than half the droeouts never returned to school during the first ye:ar.

• 

Ii 
The pattern of school return impacts varied depending on how long dropouts had been Qut of 

school when theywcre identified as eligible for LEAP. Among !eeent droe®ts (those who had been 

I 
out of school l~ than a year). many of those who resumed their schooling because of LEAP 

returned to high school. In contrast, among longer~term dropouts, virtually aU of those who returned 

entered part-time adult education programs rather than full-time high schools. 

Importantly, these impaf:t estimates include many teens who already met the LEAP eligibility

I criteria when the program began. When compared with teens who became eligible for LEAP after 

• operatiom 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 smaller overall impacts, took longer to respond to the LEAP incentives, and, when 

I 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 

I program as school dropouts OT as the parents of more than one chi!d. This, together with the 

improvement in program operations during the study perioo, suggests that LEAP's impacts might have 

been larger if they had been measured for an ongoing program,I 
, 

I 
- In addition to promoting retention in high school and inducing SOme dropouts to return to these 

schools~ ~EAP also improved the atleru1tJnce of teens enrolled in high school. In contrast, program 

group teens who enroJled in adult education programs attended those programs somewhat less than 

t controls. However, because many more program group than control group teem enrolled in adult 

education programs, the total number of days attended was greater' for the program group. 

J: Finlilly, early evidence on school completion suggests that LEAP's success in promoting high 

I ­
school enrollment and retention !'lay ultimately translate into comparable increases in high school 

graduation. In addition, the program has already produced a small bUl statistically significant increase 

I 
in the proportion of teens taking and

, 
passing the GED lest. However, the evidence on LEAP's 

impael on graduation and OED receipt is necessarily preliminary because many of the teens studied 

I 
.:;. 

I 
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I in the analysis were not old enough to have graduated or obtained a GED during the .study period. 

I 
In addition. at this early point in the study, it is unclear whether impacts on school completion will 

translate into longer.tcrm effects on employment, earnings, or welfare receipt. 

I The LEAP Evaluation 

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

B8 counties. This report focuses on seven of these counties, which include Ohio's three largest ci11(:.$ 

- Cleveland, Columbus. and Cincinnati - as well as suburban and rural areas, Although they

I, encompass half of the statewide LEAP caseload. it should be noted that these seven counties are 

I 
mostly urban. and therefore underrcprcsent LEAP teens in rural areas. The seven counties arc: 

Cuyahoga (Cleveland), Franldin (ColumbUS), Hamilton (Cincinnati). Lucas (Toledo), Stark (Canton), 

and two smaller, rural counties, Lawrence and Muskingum. 

The evaluation uses a random assignment research design to assess LEAP's effectiveness. To 

implemenf this design, aU teens who were found to be eligible for LEAP in the research counties 

from the time the program began operating in July 1989 through September 1991 - just over 7,()()() '" I individuals in the seven counties - were assigned, at random, to one of two groups: a program group, 

which was eligible for LEAP's incentives and case management, or a control group, which was not. 

I LEAP staff did not work with teens in the control group or monitor their school absences, and these 

teens' welfare grants were not adjusted based on their attendance. Also, control group teens were 

I ineligible for payments (other than for child care) or case management from Ohio', lob Opportunities 

and Basic Sldlls Training (JOBS) Program for adult welfare reci~ents. Because teens were assigned 

I to the program and control groups at random, there were no tystematic differences between them 

except for the fact that one group was subject to the LEAP mandate and the other was not. Thus,

I as the. evaluation tracks members of the groups over time, any measured differences between them 

in school behavior, employment. earnings, AFDC receipt, or other outcomes, can be attributed to 

I LEAP. 

This analysis uses a wide variety of data sources - including a survey of a random subset of 

more than 2.000 program and control group teens, LEAP and AFDe casefiles, records obtained from 

selected school districts, statewide GED testing data, and discussions with small groups of LEAP 

I teens - to assess LEAP's operations and its impacts on teens' school enrollment. att~ndance. and 

,I, 

completion during their first 12 to 18 months in the program. The analysis focuses most heavily on 

I the three largest urban counties, where the most complete data were available. 

I 

I 
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I 

I Fjndings on Program Implementation 

I One goal of the evaluation is to describe how the LEAP model has been translated into an 

I 
operating program at the county level, and to examine the key issues that have emerged during the 

first two to three years of operations. This topic was the primary focus of MDRe's first report on 

LEAP, and is updated in this report. Key findings include the fanawing: 

I • LEAP bas operated relatively smoolbly during the study period, considering that 
tbe program Is complex to administer. Not surprisingly, alt counties experienced 
operational problems. partienlarly during the start"up period. 

• 
I 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' 

attendance necessitates close cooperation between schools and welfare agencies, and implementing 

welfare grant adjustments requires coordination across divisions of a county welfare agency. Because 

the planning period preceding implementation was extremely compressed, the research counties were 

forced to develop these linkages - and 10 deal with other formidable challenges - under intense 

I pressure, with little relevant experience on which: to build. 

Given these chaUenging cirCUMStances, it is noteworthy that aU of the research counties were 

I able to begin operations roughly on schedule and that, despite a range of problems, tbey have 

managed to identify large numbers of eligible teens, obtain attendance information for most of those 

I in school, and implement large numbers of grant adjustments. Perhaps morc important. the counties 

have made steady progress in addressing tbe key problems. and operations have become smoother 

I over time. However, as noted earlier, most of the teens who are studied in this .anaJysi~ experienced 

LEAP at Jeast in part during the Jess- efficient start-up period, 

·1 • LEAP has reached a Jarge alld diverse population of teeDS. Uowever, identifying 
eligible ttens - particularly 1hose wbo do not head welfare cases - was quite 

I dimeult, in large part because of the limitAtions of the welfare romputu 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 repoft This was an extremely diverse 

group, including 18~ and 19-yeat~lds, who were quite likely to have two or more children and to have 

I been out of school for more than a year, and younger teens who had one child and were still enrolled 

• 
in school when they entered the program. Overall, about half the eligible teens reported being 

enrolled in school when they were identified as eJigible for LEAP. 

'. ·7· 
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I 
I more experienced staff. More extensive training was necessary in counties where Arne workers 

became case managers. 

I • Scbool districts bave gcneJ1lUy cooperated wltb LEAP. Stili, It orten bas been 
dlmcult for LEAP staff to establisb reliable attendance reponing systems, 

I 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 

I been wining to supply the attendance information necessary 10 trigger LEAP's incentives and 

I 
penalties. However, the process of establishing and maintaining reliable monitoring systems has been 

extremely complex and lime-consuming, and these systems have sometimes broken down, Attendance 

I 
reports have often arrived too late to implement the grant adjustments on schedule. Reporting 

problems have been most severe in large urban areas and for teens attending ABE programs; these 

I 
programs traditionally served volunteers. and did not always maintain detailed individual attendance 

records. k with other implementation problems, attendance reporting has generally improved over 

I 
time, as counties have devised new organizational approaches and school staff have become more 

familiar with LEAP, 

I 
• Because It provides no education services, LEAP js dependent on tbe local school 

eDvironment, which varies ~ross counties aDd scbool districts. One particularly 
important factor in the operation of LEAP 5s the availability and accessIbility of 

• 

alternatives to traditional high school. • 


Many LEAP teens who have dropped out of school have failed in the mainstream education 

system and are enremely reluctant to rcturn to traditional high schools. For these teens, the 

I avajlability of education alternatives can he a critical determinant of LEAP's success, In most 

counties, ABE programs, which help students prepare for the QED lcst, are the most common 

alternatives. However. owing to the interaction of state and federal laws, teens under 18 years oldI 
, 

7 
I 

are not permitted to cnmU in these programs unless th::y have officially withdrawn from school. and 

the frequency with whicn teens are permitted to withdraw varies considerably across school districts, 

l 
Thus. the menu of available education options differs across cOunties, as does the involvement of 

LEAP staff in steering teens toward particular educational options, 

I 
Another important aspect of the local school context is a preexisting Ohio Department of 

Education initiative known ~~(Gra~uatjon. Reality and Dual~Role.~kil!s). which funds and 

I 
trains home economics teachers to provide special instruction to pregnant and parenting students in 

more than 500 Ohio schools, Although GRADS is not formally linked to LEAP (and is also available 

I 
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I 
to 	teens in the control group). the caseloads and missions of the two programs overlap. and the I 	 , 

I 
LEAP aDd GRADS staff have deveioped dose 'WOrking relationships in many schools. GRADS has 

greatly aided LEAP in establishing Ijnkages with schools, and the efforts of GRADS teachers may 

I 
also contrib'ute 10 LEAP's ability to encourage teens to stay in school and obtain their diplomas. 

This. in tum, may bolster the program's longeNcnn 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 lhe legal challenges that Initially hl....red lhe 
Learnfu.-e program in WlsronsiDt which Includes only grant reductions. It is 
likely tbat this bas ....ulted In part from specific aspeets of LEAP's design. 

I 	 LEAP's inclusion of bonuses and case management in addition to sanctions may make it more 
. 	 ­

I 

acceptable to AFDC recipients and critics of progri!ms that sanction welfare r~cipjcnts, 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, thm lengthy 


process is also partly reSponsible for the long (three month) lag between the teens' behavior and the 

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

I 	 , 

I 

• Findines on Bonus and Sanction Rates 

The assessment of LEAP operatiOns, which focused on Ohio's three largest counties -

Cuyahoga (Cleveland). Franklin (ColumbUS), and Hamilton (Cincinnati) - shows that the program's 

I incentive structure has 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 

I predictable structure during the 1991-92 school year than the one they faced during 1989~9(). Specific 

findings include:

I • The vast majority of teens have been scheduled for at least one bonus or sanction 
during the time tbey have heen eligible for LEAP. More teens earned bonuses 

I than sanctions. 

LEAP slaff requeste,d at least one bonus OJ' sanction for 93 percent of eligible teens in the three 

largest counties at some point in the 18 months following confirmation of these teens' eligibility for 

LEAP.l For 100 typical LEAP teens. as depicted in Figure 1. 37 qualified for bonuses only. 18 were 

I 
I 

1This analysis focuses primarily on grant adjustment requests, rather than actual adjustments, so as nut 
to give undue weight to the early operational period. when there was a disparity between thc two in somc 
countics. 

I 	
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FIGURE 1 


BONUS AND SANCTION REQUESTS FOR 100 TYPICAL LEAP TEENS 

WITHIN 18 MONTHS OF ELIGIBILITY VERIFICATION 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 


• 
I 

I 

I 
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I 
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. . 
Both Bonuses and sanctions Requested: 

38 Teens 

Mofe. Bonuses 
The.n Sanctions 

Requested: 
14 Tetll1$ 

. 
; Equal • 
; Number ", 
: ol Bonus(t$ ... 
: and " 
: Sanctk:ns ..... . 
;.Requ~; 
:6 Teens 

More SaOC1ions 
Than Bon\Jsss 
Requested; 
18 Teens. 

NOTE: Numbers are weighted averagos reflecting 2$3 randomly selected toons 

in three counties (Cuyahoga, Franidln, and Hamilton) who were assigned to the 

program group through Novem~r 1990, 
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I 
I 
 scheduled for sanctions only, 38 earned both bonuses and grant reductions, and only 7 did not qualify 


for either a bonus or a sanction during the IS-month period covered by the study. Among the , 38 

I 
 teens who were slated for both bonuses and sanctions, 14 earned more bonuses, 18 were slated for 


more sanctions, and 6 qualified for an equal number of each, Thus, overall, 75 percent of tccns 

I 
 earned at least one bonus, and 56 percent ""'ere scheduled for at least one sanction. 


I 
• Altlr.ough almost all tee11s earued at least one graDt adjustment,. many were Dof 

scheduled: for large numbers of adjustments during their time In: LEAP. 

I 
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 grant 

adjustments during this period. This means that in a typical month more than one~quarterof an teens 

I 
 were slated for bonuses, and about one·fifth were scheduled for sanctions. It is important to note 


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

attendance.. 

I 
These data suggest that, in a typkal month, about half of all eligible teens were not scheduled 

for either a bonus or a sanction. Aside from administrative problems, there are a number of 

legitimate reasons why this might occur. First, as noted earlier, teens with large numben; of excused 

absences in a month may qualify for neither a sanction nor a bonus. Second, about one~third of the

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

created an TXemption for pregnancx (3 large fraction of teens became pregnant or had additiona,l ,....,0

I children at some point after entering the progra~). Third, bonuses and sanctions generally do not 

apply to the summer months., when school is not in s.cssion. Thus, one wou1d not expect teens to 

I earn bonuses or sanctions in all of their eligible months. 

I • There are Important difTerences across counties, both In the rutes of sanction and 
bonus requests and ill the proportion of requested adjustmcllts that actually 
Mcurred. 

I Among the three counties studied in this part of the analysis. the fraction of teens who were 

scheduled for at least one sanction during the 18 months following eligibility determination ranged 

I from 50 percent in Cuyahoga County to 64 percent in Hamilton County. Rates of bonus requests 

also varied, County variation in the percentage of teens earning oofl;uses and sanctions w.as affected 

I by a variety of factors including te~n behavior. county practices in granting exemptions and 

responding to noncompliance, and the ability of counties to obtain attendance information. 

I As described in the previous section, LEAP case managers in most counties are not directly 

I 
.)2· 

I 



I 
I responsible for processing grant adjustments and. in some counties, staff report that adjustments 

I 
requested by LEAP stafr are frequently not applied. The data support this contention. but suggest 

that the severity of the problem varied by county. Among the three largest counties, the problem 

I 
was particulady serious in Cuyahoga County, where onty about half the requested sanctions were 

actually processed during the study period. However, there is evidence that the gap between 

I 
requested and actual adjustments narrowed considerably over time, 

The teens' responses to the survey, whkh covered all seven counties, suggest that the 

I 
proportion of teens who were actuaUy &anctioned - which reflects both the patterns of sanction 

requests and the likelihood that these requests were processed - also varied considerably across the 

scvcn counties. 

I • 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 

I the first 1& months following eligibility determination, and most of these sanctions resuJted in grant 

reductions. This group was made up largely of teens who had dropped out of school more than a 

I year prior to entering LEAP, Qearly, the LEAP model had little effect on the behavior of these 

I ­

teens, However, it is important to note that longer-term dropouts shouJd account for a smaller share 

of the teens entering LEAP over time. 

I 
• Tbete have been important changes in the operatioD or the financial incentive 

system over time. 

Figure 2 shOY.~ that in January 1990, six months after LEAP started, neither a bonus nor a 

I sanction was requested for more than half the eligible teens in the three largest counties. Sanctions 

I 
were requested for one in nine teens (less than half of tbese sanctions were acted upon), while 

bonuses were requested for one in three teens. Two years later, in January 1992, actions were 

I 
requested for a majority of teen:i, the sanction request rate had more tban doubled (and most 

requested sanctions resulted in grant reductions), and the bonus request rate had declined to a level 

I 
that was lower than the rate for sanctions. The drop in bonus requests i:i attributable in part to the 

fact that. during the eady month:i of program operation, bonusc:i were issued to enrolled teens. wben 

I 
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 cif eHgibUity. and teens tend to earn enrollment bonuses fairly quickly upon entering the 

program.I 
, 

I 
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FIGURE 2 


PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF BONUS AND SANCTION REQUESTS 

FOR TEENS ELIGIBLE FQR LEAP DURING SELECTED MONTHS 
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I 
I 
 • Largely because of tbe program·s unusual design, LEAP's Sllnctlonlng rate was 


much higher than tbe rates measured in previous evaluations of welfsft.to-work 
programs for adults. 

I The proportion of LEAP teens. for whom sanctions were requested was more than three times 

the highest sanction rates MDRe has estimated for mandatory employment and training programs 

I for adult welfare recipients. This result is not surprising because L~.Jtt;~eraJly demands a more 

profound behaviora1 change than these earlier programs. monitors comp!iance and appUe.s sanctions .... 	 .. 
morc regutarl'4-and proUJdci fewe.J:..2~ns for case managers in respondil}i 19 OOOI(Qwpliance. ItI 
--	 = ._-",no ","", 

also may be noted that Wisconsin's Learnfare program and a recent test program for teen parents 

I in three cities have recorded high sanction ratcs. 

In addition, as shown in Figure 1, more than half of the LEAP teens who qualified fD.! sanctions 

aloo earned bonuses. FC\'\'er than 0QWfth of teens were slated only for sanctions. Overall. more I 	 - . . 
than half of teens experienced a net gain because they earned more bonuses thaI) sanctions; about 

I a third experienced a net loss. 

• Overall, in a survey, aoout half of eligible teens characterized LEAP as "fair" and 

I a third ailed It "unfair," Not surprisingly, teens wbo bad been sanctioned had 
much more negative views of tbe program thIn did other teens. 

I 	 In responding to the survey. 49 percent of program group teens judged LEAP to be fair, and 

I 
another 17 percent thought LEAP was sometimes fair and sometimes unfair. Thirty~four percent 

thought the program was unfair. In small group discussions, some teens seemed to feel that the 

I 
LEAP rules are fair, but also that there are problems in the application of these rules. Fur example, 

teens said they knew of instances in which the grants of dearly noncompliant teens had not heen 

I 
reduced. and they voiced frustration that bonuses and transportation checks earned by good students 

were often delayed. However, it was not aJways clear whether the teens who expressed these 

I 
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 fair, In the group discussions. some Leens expressed 

resentment that they bad no choice in whether or not to enroU in LEAP,

I • 	 !\-uny teens report tbat cbild care arrangements are critically important to their 
decisions about school attendance. However, most LgAP teens did not use child 
aft assistance: oft"ered by th~ program. •I 	

7 


When out-of-schoo) teens in both the program and control groups were asked for the main

I 
I 
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I 
I reason why they were not enrolled. lack of suitable child care was cited most frequently. However, 

I 
when surv~yed) fewer than one-fifth of inwschool teem in the program and control groups reported 

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

I 
(LEAP-funded child care is also available to teens in the control group wbo attend school.) This low 

utilization rate is attributable to a. number of factors, including teens' preferences for informal care 

I 
provided by relatives and Ohio rules that restrict reimbursement to certified or licensed providers. 

It is not clear how these child care utilization patterns arc affecting teens' schoo! attendance,. 

although many enroUed teens reported missing school because rif child care problems. 

I Findlnv on Program Impacts 

I To determine the effects of LEAP on school behavior, the experience of teens who were 

I 
randomly assigned to the program group was compared to that of leens who were randomly assigned 

to the control group. The differences between the t\V(} groups - in ter~ of enrollment, attendance, 

and completion - are the impacts of the program, The key results include: 

I • LEAP had two important and statistically significant effects on teens' enrollment 
hl higb ${:bools and adult education programs! It increased school retention 
among In~school teens arut induced many dropouts to return to B school or 

I program. 

• 
• Most teens who were recent dropouts and resnmed tbeir schooUng because of 

LEAP returned to bigh school. lAnger~term dropouts who returned a1most 
always entered adult educatiOIl programs. 

I As indicated in Figure 3, 61.3 percent of LEAP teens who were enrolled in a school or adult 

I 
education program when they became eligible for LEAP reported that they remained continuously 

enrolled - i.e.• enrolled [or at least 10 of the next 12 months (allowing that teens may not have been 

I 
enrolled during summer months) or graduated within the 12~month period. Of their counterparts in 

thc·control group, 51.1 percent were continuously enrolled. This 10.3 percentage point difference . 

I 
(after rounding) is statistically significant. As shown in the figure, most of this impact on retention 

was concentrated on high school enrollment. 

I 
Among teens who were not enrolled when they became eligible for LEAP, a significantly larger 

fraction of the program group relurned 10 school or entered an adult education program within the 

first year: 46.8 percent of LEAP teens who were dropouts returned, compared to 33.4 percent of 

controls. Moreover, many of tbese dropouts resumed their education very quickly - quickly enough 

I 

I 

I 
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FIGURE 3 


LEAP's FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON HIGH SCHOOL AND ADULT EDUCATION RETENTION AND RETURN 
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I 
I to have been enrolled for at least 10 of their first 12 months in LEAP - as evidenced by the 

I 
statistically significant 9.0 percentage point increase in the proportion of dropouts who were cnro1led 

for at least 10 months. 

I 
As shown in Figure 4, both the magnitude and the make-up of LEAP's impacts on dropouts 

depended on haw long the teens had been out of schoo1 at the time they became eligible for LEAP. , 

I 
Among recent dropouts (i.e., those out of school tess than a year), 53.5 percent of LEAP teens 

returned to school or entered an adult education program within thc first year. compared to 42.8 

I 
percent of controls; and most of the teens who resumed their education returned to high school. In 

contrast, 42.S 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 longer-term dropouts in the 

control group. In this case, however. teens look longer to respond to LEAP, and the vast majority 

I of those who returned because of LEAP enrolled in aduJt education programs. not high schools. 

Table 1 presents some of the material above in tabular form, and also shO\VS LEAP's impact

I on the number of months teens were enrolled in school or an adult education program - a measure 

that captures bath LEAP's retention and return effects. For teens who were already enrolled when 

I they became eligible for LEAP, the program increased their average months enrolled from 7,3 to 8.3 

during the first year, a 13 percent improvement that was statistic'ally significant. For dropouts, the 

I increase in months enrolled. from 1.9 to 3.2 months, constituted a'68 percent improvement and was 

also statistically Significant. 

I • LEAP's impact on enrollment was significant for most subgroups of eligible 
teeDS. However, LEAP appears to have been less effective for older teens and 
tbose who had two or mort children wben tbey were identified as eligible for the 
program.I \ 


I LEAP was most likely to affect teens who were under age 18 when they became eUgihle for the 

I 
program (age..spccific results are not shown in tabJes). Teens who were 12 to tS years old when they 

s.tarted LEAP were enroUed, on average. for 1.8 more months than controls during their first year. 

I 

Since most of these teens were already in schoo) when they became eUgibl.e for LEAP. this difference 

almost entirely reflects increased retention of teens in junior high or high schooL For 16- and 17.

I year.olds, the impact was similar - 1.5 more months of enrollment - but is attributable both to high 

school retention and to increased enrollment among dropouts in schools and adult education 

programs. In contrast, LEAP teens who were 18 or 19, who were quite likely to be dropou~ at the 

point they entered LEAP, were enrolled for only half a month more than controls. and this effect 

I 
I 
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FIGURE 4 


LEAP's FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON SCHOOL RETURN FOR DROPOUTS 
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I 
I TABLE I 

I 
LEAP's FlRST-YUAR IMPACTS ON SCHOOL AND 

ADULT EDUCAnON ENROLLMENT 

Subgroup and Outoome Program Group Control Group Difference 

I Teens who were initially 
cnrolled in .. school or progrnm 

I Enrolled (or completed) 10 or 
more months in (%) 


Higb schooJ or adult educati.on 61~'l 51.1 10.:\ ... 

High school 56.2 46.9 93 ..


I Adult educatron SA 3S 1.9 


I 
Average months enrolled jn or 

already completed 
High school or ndult education 8.3 7..1 
High school 7.3 6.6 
Adult education 0.9 0.7 

I Teens who were initially nol 
enroned in a scbool or p-TOgram 

Ever enrolled in (%)I High school or adult education 46.8 33.4 13.4 ... 
High scbool 20.4 16.2 4J 

I 
UtoAdult education 28.5 17.4 11.1 

Enrolled (or completed) 10 or 
more months in (%) 

9,0 ...

I 
High ~hool or adult education 17.5 8.4 
High school 10.1 4.9 5.2 ... 
Adult eduCltion 7.3 3.5 3.8 ;, 

I Average months enrolled in or 

already completed 


I 

High schoo) or adult education 3.2 1,9 lJ ... 

High school 1.5 LO 0.5 • 

Adult education 1.7 0,9 0.8 ... 


I 

NOTES: This table is oosed on tbe survey respofl~e5 of },188 teens in the program and control groups. 


"CompletiQn~ refers to high school graduation or GED receipt A toon who achteved either 


I 

Qutcome is COunted us ~enrolled~ or "alrea<iyoompieted" for the month of graduation (or OED receipt) and 

all su~quent months, For example. if a teen was enroUed in month 1, and then graduated in month 4, she is 

counted;ls enrolled (or completed) for aU 12 months. 


The proportion ever enrolled in high school and tbe proportion ever enrolled in adult education 
programs may sum to more than the proportion ever enrolled in high school or adult education because teens 
m<ly have enrolled in both lypes of education, 

I Rounding mny cause slight discrepancies in calculaled differences, 
Statislicnl significance levels are indkated us ••• ::: 1 percent:·' :::::: 5 percent: .. :::::: 10 percent. 

I 
I 
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was limited to additi~nal months of enrollment in adult education programs. There was no effect on 

high school enrollment for these older teens. ]n 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 B consistent overall impact on enrollment across counties. However, 
tbe composition of this impact - I,e., the proportion of tbe errect that is 
attributable to higb school versus adult education program enrollment - varied 
substantially, partly owing to school dis~rict policies. 

Differences in LEAP's overall impact on enrollment 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 arc 

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 

enrollment. In individual counties,. this effect was often concentrated in one type of enrollment or 

the other. To some extent, these differences appear to reflect school policies in the largest school 

districts in the counties. For example, in Cuyahoga County, most of the impact was in high school 

enrollment; 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 enrollment, 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 

requirements. 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 

~ith two or more children, and its effects on longer-term dropouts were delayed and almost entirely 

reflected enrollment in adult education programs. As LEAP continues to operate, teens should bc 

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 effectiveness 

of an ongoing LEAP program, especially in promoting high school enrollment, is likely to improve 

over time. 
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I 
I • In addUwu to promoting enrollment and retention, LEAP improved the dlll1y 

I 
attendance of teens enrolled in bigh school. Amohg teens who enrolled ill adult 
education programs, LEAP teens ~ttended less than controls. However, there: was 
still aD overall small positive Impact on attendance In tbese programs. 

Attendance, which LEAP's. incentives directly promote, is a crucial link between the program's 

I enrollment impacts and its potential effects on graduation and OED completion. Table 2 compares 

I 
the attendance of LEAP and control group teens during a typical four·week: period during the 1990· 

91 and 1991-92 ,chool yea .. (the period depends on when a .een became eligible [or LEAP). These 

I 
data provide a "snapshot" of enrollment and attendance at a point in time, just as Figure 2 provi?cd 

Ii point-In-time view of aggregate LEAP bonus and sanction requests. As a result, the proportion of 

I 
teens who are shown to be enrolled in school at this point is lower. fm both LEAP arid control group 

teens, than in Table 1 or Figures- 3 and 4. which all cover a full year, 

I 
As iIius.tratcd in Table 2. LEAP's impact on school retention and dropout reenrollment together 

translate into a moderately large difference In enrollment during this brief period: 44.7 percent of 

I 
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 

I 
program group if LEAP and control group teens who enrolled attended at exactly the same rate, In 

fact, program group enrollees' attendance was slightly better than that of control group enrollees­

(13.3 da~ versus 13.0 days). Thus, as shown in the shaded columns, LEAP teens' overall attendance, 

S.9 days per teen, was 34 percent (or 1.5 days) better than controls' during the {our·week period, a 

I statisticaUy signjficant difference. 


The next rows of the table show that the overall impact on days attended resulted primarily 


I from LEAP's positive effect on high school attendance. While LEAP's impacts on high school and 

adult education program enrollment were comparable. the attendance story for enrolled teens was 

I not. Program group teeru: who were enrolled In high school attended 15,2 days (out of 20 during the 

four weeks) compared to 13.9 for control group enrollees. HO\Vevcr, among teens who were enrolled 

I in adult education programs. LEAP teens attended 1.6 fewer days in the period than their control 

group counterparts. This suggests that some of the teens who were induced by LEAP to enroll in 

I adult education chose programs that met relatively infrequently or did not attend as regularly as other 

teens. HOWC\o'er. there were many more program than controi group teens enrolled in adult education 

I programs, The 101al number of days ~ttcnded was larger for the program group. 

• Data on the perfom1onee of in~S('hool teens jndicate that LEAP's impacts on higb

I school enrollment have already translated Into more graduutions, although it is 

I 
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TABLB2 

Tfm EPPEcr or; l...EAP ON AITENOANCE IN SCHOOL AND ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
DURING A TYl'ICAL FOUR-wrmK I)ERIOIJ 

Program Group Control Group 

Average DlYS Average Day~ 
Attended -A"'''ge D,,, -1 A\lcnded

l
""'''ge D,,, 

Attended Per Program Percent Attended Per Control

lPer",,, JEnrolled 11 Per rJm:>1fce == Group Mcmoor Group Memher 
During the During the 

EnrQlJed Jx Per Enrollee j= 
Outing the During the Duting the During Ihe 

Ouh.."nme ~~ri~_ Period Period L Period _ Verred _ Perwdf
~~~-- ---- - - ----- ::--- - ---- ­--~-

High school or adult education 

program 44.7 13 . .1 
 34.0 no 

High school 30.4 Liz 24.:i 1.'1.9 , 
N 
W, 

NOTES: Thi$ titble compares the allendance of LEAP and control group teens duting a representati'llf: four-'M!ck period {at least 
sh months after a teen became eligiblt' for LEAP}. It shoW$- tbe percentage of LEAP and ronlrol group tcens who were 
enrolled in high school (If ;In adult education program. and the nUmbef ofdays they attended. during.lhe period: multiplying 
tbese two figurell giws the average da)'S attended by all LEAP teens (enmlfed and nOlenrolled). The last column sho"'" the difference 
in average days attended ~ the 1W() groups. 

This taNe is based on the survey responses-of 1.981 teens in the progrnm and control groups. 
Figure'l for average days atlended per enrollee arc in italks bccau~ they include onty Icens who were enrolled in 

school (rather than all program and (ol1trol group members), 
The asterisks if\ Ihe last rolumn indicate that attendance differences were statistically significant (~<;jgnificance !evels are 

indiealed as ••• = I pereenl.:. •• :: 5 pcrwnl:: and· :::::: to percenL). 

Differellcc in 
Average Days 

Attended 
During the 

Period 

15 ... 

1.2 .." 

• 



I 
I too early to teU bow large this increase may eventually be. LEAP bus also led to 

au Increase in the proportion or teens who have passed the GED test. 

I School records data collected from Ohio's four largest school districts suggest that. on average, 

I 
program group enroUees attended school more regularly than control group enrollees and that this 

difference grew over lime. Moreover, 26 percent of an early cohort oC LEAP teens who attended , 

I 
school graduated within two yearS compared to 19 percent of control group enrollees. These are 

early results, but the differences are statistically significant. LEAP has also led to a small but 

statistically significant increase in the fraction of teens laking and passing the GED test. If these 

early differences continue in the future, LEAP will result in a substantial increase in school and OED 

I completion, 

I • Many teens bave negative views of their high school experiences. Tbese 
perceptions appear to bave atreckd their decisions about enrollment and wbether 
to attend bigh school or adult MdcaUon progmms. 

I LEAP is not the only factor that affects teen.t{' decisions about school enrol1ment. For example. 

focus group discussions suggesf that aspirations for the fut"ure, family and peer pressure, and levels 

of maturity all affected teens' behavior. In addition. for m~ny teens. the decisions about whether toI , 
return to school, and whether to attend high school or an adult education program, .appear to have 

, . 
been affected by their negative ·experiences in high school before. during. and after their pregnancies.I , 
A large fraction of teens saw their high schools as unruly and dangerous:., and said they were , m.ade 

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

education programs. 

I 
Policy IsSUH 

I Thc.....e findings represent a positive interim report card for LEAP. They suggest that the LEAP 

model is feasible to operate, that its incentives have reached most eligible teens, and that the program 

I 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 

I recent interest in using financial incentives to atter the be.havior of welfare recipients. and the fact 

that other stales are considering programs of this type. these findings are timely. Because of this, it 

I is important to reiterate that these ~AP results were me.asured for a policy package that includes 

bonuses as wen as sanctions, and c~ management. child care, and transportation asslstllncc in 

I addition to financial incentives.. It is not dear that seemingly similar approaches that omit or alter 

I 
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some of that: components would achieve the same results. Moreover. although the results to date 

I 
point to the potential promise of this particular model, several cautionary notes are in order. 

Early Results. Most important, the story of LEAP's effects on school graduation and OED 

compJetion is not yet complete. Although the preliminary evidence is encouraging, a more complete Je..?assessment will have to await the evaluation's final report. In addition, the likelihood that any gains I -­
I 

in school completion will translate into labor market impacts andlor reductions in welfare receipt is 

unknown at tbis point. It is also important to notc that, ~ a welfarc.operated program, LEAP has 

I 
a limited ability to affect teens> experiences in schOOl" and these experiences undoubtedly influence 

whether they will stay and whether there are long-run effects On employment. Thus. for example, if 

high schools are perceived to be inhospitable and _ dangerouss .. - as they are to many LEAP-eligible 

tccns in Ohio's largest cities - the enroUmcnt results may yield fewer long-term payoffs.

I Adu1t Education Programs. A substantial pan of LEAP's effect on enrollment, panicularly 

among older dropoulS. is attributable to increased use of adult bas.ic education (ABE}/GED

I preparation" programs. This raises two important issues. First, although LEAP's incentive system 

implicitly considers 11 GED to be equivalent to a high school diploma. there is considerable 

I controversy about the value of a GED in the labor markeL Second, there is strong evidence that at 

least some LEAP teens have c~n ABE/OED pmgrams that meet infrequently, and are not 

I attending regularly. Several policy changes could potentially address this issue. For example. LEAP 

could require a minimum number of hours of ABEIGED attendance in order to earn a bonus_(as 

I ~me cOunties have already done), or design its incentives: to encourage high school-age teens to 

choose high school over ABE/OED programs. (Or course. school districts' application of the adult 

I education age requirements also affect the choices facing teens.) Steps such as these might increase 

I 
high school enrollment and improve attendance in ABEJGED programs. However. they also might 

decrease the proportion of dropouts who are willing to enroll in the first place, thereby increasing 
\ 

I 
the sanction rate and decreasing the program's impacts on these teens. This might be e."peciaUy true 

in areas where there arc few alternative high school diploma programs available: 

I 
Subgroup Impacts. In designing interventions for this population. poJicymakers will have to 

make difficu1t resource allocation decisions. Fundamentally, they will have to decide whether to 

target a broad group of teens and spend relatively little on each teen, or target a narrower group and 

spend more per teen, LEAP represents a broad-coverage approach and has a low cost per teen: the 

I 
program's direct cost is less than $300 Per eligible teen per year, based on preliminary data (however, ./' 

this reflects low utilization of program-funded child care due primarily to Ohio day care regulations, 

I _ . 
, 

I 
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I, 
I and excludes indirect costs resulting largely from increased schooling costs). 

I 
Although the program's impact on school enrollment has been positive overall, it has not 

affected all groups of teens equaUy. Almost half the teens in the program group would have stayed 

I 
in or returned to school with or without LEAP (as illustrated by the behavior of the control group). 

1t is the other half whose behavior the program seeks to change, Within this latter group. there 
, 

I 
appear to be at least three categories of teens: (1) teens who are in school but are in danger of 

dropping out, (2) teem who are out of school but dropped out relatively recently, and (3) teens who 

have been out of s,chool for an extended period. 

LEAP bas been relatively successful in promoting retention among teens in the first group and

I inducing some teens in the second group to return to high school. However. the program appears 

to have been less successful with the third group of teens, who tend to be older and arc ·more likely 

I to have more than one child. Teens in this group took longer to respond and, when they did. they 

rarely attended regular high schools. This relative lack of success was accompanied by a substantial 

I amount of sanctioning. It may be that additional services or different requirements-arc necessary for 

this group. The LEAP model provides no such services directly, but services could easily be offered 

I in conjunction with LEAP. A separate study within the LEAP evaluation currently under way in 

I 
Cleveland is assessing the incremental effects of special services for inwschoo! teens and dropouts 

offered 1n addition to LEAP's incentives.(l«§"ults will be available later this ~ •
? 

Ohio's Circumstances. Although Ohio counties have been able to implement LEAP. this has 

I been a challenging process, which was assisted hy several special circumstances that might nol apply 

in other states_ For example, by the end of the study period. Ohio had a highly sophisticated 

I statewide welfare computer system. (\dvanced computer capabilitx seems to be vital to operating a 

program of this type, especially in large urban areas with many eligible teens. Attempts to identify 

I eligible clients, track their attendance, and adjust their grants without automated support are bound 

I 
to he quite diffiCult. and the ability of a program to deliver what it promises may be vital to 

maintaining teens' respect and cooperation. Similarly, Ohio's GRADS program - which offerS 

I 
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 staff and 

I 
LEAP students. Just as negative school experiences may hinder LEAP's effectiveness, so positive 

school-based programs may bolster the strength of LEAP's incentives. 

I 
Program Desiln Jssues. Several important implementation issues should he considered hefore 

starting ao initiative of this type. Anecdotal evidence suggests that it would be difficult to successfully 

I 
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I 
I implement a financial incentive program for teens without providing case management Especially 

I 
in dealing with this vulnerable popuiation, staff playa vital role by making sure teens understand the 

program. receive needed support services, and are treated fairly. Initially, financial incentives ­

I 
specifically, the threat ofsanctions - may induce teens to pay attention to staff. Ultimately, however. 

it may be the way staff prescnt the incentives to teens and the relationships that develop between 

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

I • Policies toward repeal pregnancy. Rates of repeat pregnancy are quite high 
among LEAP and control group teens (a finding common to studies of other 

I 
programs as well), and LEAP appears to have smaller effccts on teem who have 
subsequent pregnancies. 1t is important to carefully consider exemption policies 

I 
for this group. Originally, LEAP did not automatically exempt pregnant teens 
(although leens with problem pregnancies cou1d receive medical exemptions). 
However, after the first year, a pregnancy exemption waS added. 

I 
• Policies fot "on~board" eligibles. In starting a program like LEAP. it may be 

necessary to consider special policies or different requirements for teens who are 
eligible for the program when operations. begin. In SOme cases, these teens will 
have had children and dropped out of school several years earlier. and the 
imposition of a new mandate requires them to make a profound change in

I behavior. In an ongoing program, teens learn about the consequences of their 
school behavior earlier. often before they drop out; for "on·board~ teens, the rules 
of the game change abruptly several years after the key decisions have been made.

I These teens are less likely to respond to the incentives, and more likely to incur 
repeated sam:tions. 

I • Post-program transition. LEAP eligibility ends when teens reach age 20 or earn 
a diploma or OED. Many of the teens still have young children at this point and 
thus are exempt from mandatory participation in Ohio's JOBS program for adults. 

I This may hinder a smooth transition into further education or training that may be 
vitaI to achieving the program's longer~tcrm goals, 

I At this juncture, LEAP has achieved its primary short-term goals: It has exposed virtuaUy all 

eligible teens to its financial incentive structure. and it has improved these teens' enrollment and 

I attendance in schools and adult education programs. Its effect on some categories of teens has been 

sman~ and its general effectiveness might be improved with certain program changes, Nevertheless, 

I its perfonnance to this point has bet::n impressive, It remains to be seen, however, whether LEAP's 

ability to induce teen parents to stay in and return to school will produce substantial changes in lhc 

I proportion of teens who finish school and ultimately leave welfare. 

I 
I 
I 



I 

I 

I 

The Manpower Demonstration Researcb Corporation's evaluation of Obio's Learning, Earning, 
BDd Parenting (LEAP) Program Is funded io part by 8 contract with the Ohio Department of 
Human Services aod 10 part by the Ford Foundation, the George Guod Foundation, tbe 
Cleveland Foundation, BP America, the Tftu-Mart Fund, the Procter & Gamble Fund, and the 

I U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. This Is the second report In the evaluation. 

I Publication and dissemination of MDRe reports is supported by our Public Policy Outreach 

I 
funders: the Ford Foundation, the Ambrose Monell Foundation, the A1coa Foundation, and \ 
Exxon Corporation. 

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

I policies of the fUDders. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Copyright!D 1993 by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
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Phi R O'Neill, 1h:.uH/'fr1<1: (212) 532·3200 Fax: (212) 684-0832 lW Guu:bcrg. Chairman £mtrilHS 

Regional Office: Rebt=. M. blank 
88 Kearny Street, Suite 1650 Anlonih Hernandez 

Am'Ia Kood! IIWSaJ'1 Francisco, CA 94108 
Richard 1. MurnaneTel: (415) 781~3aOO Fax: (415) 181·3820 Rudolph O. Permtt 
Ftailklin Do RatI\e$ 

May 1, 1996 	 ROOert RelSi:hauet 

Roben Solow 

(jilbttt Slcin«


Mr, Bruce Reed Mitchell Sviridoff 
Deputy Assistant for Domestic I)olicy William Jubug Wiltoo 

Wtlliam S. WoudskkThe White House 
lIIdith M, Cnt:r1lO. PuMdemOld Executive Office Building, Room 216 

Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Bruce: 

Today, more than 20 states require teen parents on welfare 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 MDRe's multi-year evaluation of LEAP, The study is being conducted for the Ohio 
Departmenr of Human Services, with additional support from private funders and the federal government. 

LEAP is based on financial incentives - teens who attend scbool regularly receive a $62 monthly bonus 
in their welfare checks; thos.e who don't are penalized $62 - but it also offers case management services. 
child care, and transportation. Analyzing three years of follow-up data for tee-ns in seven Ohio counties, 
the new study concludes that LEAP has had very different effects for two groups of teen mothers: 

1. For teens who were -in school when they were /QuniJ eligible for LEAP, LEAP' increased school 
completion (primarily in the form of GED - high school equivalency - receipt) by almost 20 percent 
(compared to a control group) and increased employment by over 40 percent. The study suggests that 
improvemenL'i in the school systems themselves might further increase LEAP's effectiveness" 

2. For teens who had QJready dropped oul 0/ scltool when they were found eligible for LEAP, the 
program showed no such improvements, and many of the.')e teens were repeatedly penalized, with a loss 
of income for their children and themselves. These results reaffirm a finding commOn to many studies: 
While it is critical to improve the prospects of disadvantaged young people once they have dropped out 
of school, it is also very difficult. 

[nrerestingly ~ 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 speciat services designed to keep'teens in school, a restrictive policy on allowing 
teens to leave high school to enter a GED program, and a wide range of alternative higb schools. Next 
year's fmal report on LEAP will present fuller, longeNerm results and a benefit~cost analysIs. 

We hope you find the report of interest, and welcome" your co~ments and reactions. 

President 
JMG!1I 
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